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Thomas M. Heffernan, B.A., St. Michael's College
M.Ed., St. Michael's College
Directed by: Dr. Thomas E. Hutchinson
ABSTRACT
Decision Making Methodology is a reasonably operational pro-
cess for decision making. This study examined a version of the Meth-
odology that was designed for use in situations where a decision maker
has a large amount of resources for making decisions in a particular
problem area. A large amount of resources has only been operationally
defined with respect to the resource of time. Amounts of time greater
than twenty five hours are considered to be large amounts of that re-
source.
The purpose of this study was to identify problems in the
Methodology. When the author decided that a particular problem was
critical to the effectiveness of the Methodology that problem was
solved
through the design of new procedures.
A detailed description of the study is presented in
<-he chapte-o
of this document. Chapter One compares the Methodology
to current
ix
dec
1
m ion making theory. Thin chapter nine relates Liu* Methodology to
Home of the decision making strategic* presently being used. Chapter
Two describes the procedures of Decision Making Methodology. Chapter
Three present* the design of the study.
ThlH Study wiih carried out In two phases. In pluiae one, the
logic of the Methodology was analyzed. In phase two, the Methodology
was field tested in an uncomplicated eltuntion. Chapter Four reports
the results of the logical analysis. Chapter Five reports the results
of the field test.
Four critical problems were encountered during the course of
the logJcnl analysis. Two of these problems Involved the incomplete-
ness of specific sections of the Methodology. The sect Joint of the Meth-
odology dealing with t fie selection of tin 1 most appropriate alternative
solution and the implementation of that solution were found to be Incom-
plete. The other two problems involved the issues of clarity and prac-
ticality. The section of the Methodology dealing with the planning of
the implementation of the Methodology was found to be Impractical. The
section of the Methodology dealing with the development of a mechanicm
for providing i hi* decision maker with feedback data on the oo.lul ion n
effectiveness oh It is being implemented was found to he unclear. Ap-
propriate. revisiono were made fn the sect tons of the Methodology In
which these problems were found.
One major problem wan encountered dining the course, of the fl« Id
test. This problem involved the selection oJ a surrogate
decision maker
A surrogate decision maker is that person or group who
performs those
x
sections of the Methodology that the original decision maker cannot per-
form due to a decrease in available resources. Prior to the field test,
no methodological procedures existed for the selection of a surrogate
decision maker. During the course of the field test, a reasonably com-
plete set of procedures were developed for selecting a surrogate deci-
sion maker.
A new version of the Methodology, Version IV, has been developed
during the course of this study. Version IV is presented in Appendix
Six. This version consists of those new procedures designed during the
course of this study together wTith the existing procedures of Version
III in which this study did not identify critical problems.
Chapter Six summarizes the results of the study, states the con-
clusions of the study, and delineates some of the types of research that
the author believes should be performed on Version IV of the Methodology
.
During the field testing phase of this study, it was demonstrated
that Decision Making Methodology can accomplish its purpose in a specific
uncomplicated situation. This does not mean that the Methodology will
accomplish its purpose in every situation in which it is applied. This
will only happen when the Methodology consists of an absolutely complete
set of reasonably operational procedures that have been tested and
found
to be problem free.
xi
READER'S AID TO THE DISSERTATION
The author believes that this document will be of Interest to
the following types of people:
1. Those whose particular type of employment necessitates their
spending a great deal of resources in the making of decisions.
2. Academics whose primary interest is that of decision making.
3. Members of the general public who are interested in the prob-
lem and process of decision making.
A. Researchers whose primary area is that of methodological devel-
opment.
It is assumed that each of the above groups would have different
reasons for coming in contact with this document. Therefore, some groups
may find some chapters more relevant than other chapters. In fact, it
may be a waste of time for a person to read those chapters that are un-
related to his/her personal or professional interests. However, it
would be difficult for a reader to determine the relevance of a given
chapter without some information about the chapter itself. Therefore,
a brief synopsis of the chapters of this document will be presented at
this time.
Chapter I: Decision Making and
Decision Making Methodology: How They Are Related
This chapter treats a number of issues. The first is
the importance of decision making. By quoting a variety of
authors
xii
this chapter illustrates the fact that decision making is by no means
a concern only limited to the year 1975 or to the field of education.
This chapter then discusses the development of modern decision making
theory which is based on observations of how decisions are made as op-
posed to classical decision making theory which is based on beliefs as
to how decisions are made. This chapter also briefly discusses the na-
ture of and need for Decision Making Methodology. Decision Making Meth-
odology is a reasonably operational process whose purpose is to make
decisions that are optimal with respect to a person’s desires. Decision
Making Methodology would not be needed if there already existed a meth-
odology for accomplishing this purpose. The author's review of the
literature indicated this not to be the case. The fields of systems
analysis and operations research, which are areas in which logical prob-
lem solving is stressed, and in which the author believed that he might
find an operational decision making process if one existed, did not con-
tain a technique that was both operational and designed to accomplish
the purpose of making decisions that are optimal with respect to a per-
son's desires. The techniques with which Decision Making Methodology
was compared are documented in this chapter. Differences between
Decision Making Methodology and these techniques are also discussed.
Chapter II: Decision Making Methodology:
A Detailed Analysis
Version Three of the Decision Making Methodology consists
of
hundreds of distinct procedures. These procedures are
organized into
xiii
the following eight major processes:
I. Prepare for the utilization of the methodology.
II. Perform a needs analysis
.
III. Develop a statement of the purpose.
IV. Conceptualize the ideal solution.
V. Design the actual solution.
VI. Plan the implementation of the solution.
VII. Implement the solution.
VIII. Evaluate.
Chapter Two discusses the reasons that account for the existence
of each major process of the Methodology. Major steps have been developed
for the implementation of each major process. Chapter Two identifies
these major steps and also provides a rationale for each. Most major
steps have been broken down into sub-steps. Chapter Two also lists the
sub-steps of each major step. By identifying and providing a rationale
for the major processes and major steps of the Methodology, this chapter
should provide the reader with a comprehensive understanding of the
version of the Methodology that was being examined during the course
of this study. Certain procedures of the Methodology are not included
in this chapter. These procedures are the activities that have been
developed to implement the sub-steps of the Methodology. These proce-
dures are contained in Appendix Three in which a complete documentation
of Version III of the Decision Making Methodology is presented.
’ xiv
Chapter III: Design of the Study
The problem of the dissertation is to conduct the first con-
trolled analysis of Decision Making Methodology. A description of
this problem as well as a justification of it as a relevant disserta-
tion topic is presented in this chapter. In order to solve this prob-
lem, the Methodology was examined in order to identify "gaps" in its
logic and practicality. Chapter Three describes exactly what a gap is.
Chapter Three also describes the process used to identify gaps. The
most critical gaps were filled through the design of new procedures.
The criteria used to select the gaps to be filled are also discussed
in this chapter.
Chapter IV: Results of the Logical Analysis
Many of the Methodology's procedures were redesigned due to
the identification of critical problems in their logic. Extensive
changes were made in the first, fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh major
processes of the Methodology. Less extensive revisions were made in
major process three and in major process eight. The documentation of
major process two was made more complete by adding to it procedures
from an already existing Methodology.
Chapter V: Results of the Field Test
This field test was the first application of the long
form of
Decision Making Methodology. During the field test, the
Methodology's
xv
procedures were applied for a decision maker who had approximately for-
ty eight hours available for making decisions in a particular problem
area. During the field test, as many of the Methodology’s procedures
were applied as was possible, given the available resources. Each im-
plemented procedure produced some type of results. Each procedure im-
plemented, together with the results of implementation, are reported
in this chapter. Most of the procedures worked well. However, in some
cases, the results indicated that a particular procedure was working
poorly. If the author judged such a procedure to be critical to the
Methodology, then that procedure was redesigned or replaced. All re-
visions made during the course of the field test are reported in this
chapter.
Chapter VI: Summary of the Results of the Study,
Conclusions, and Recommendations for Further Research
One of the major results of this study has been the development
of Version IV of Decision Making Methodology. As has already been men-
tioned, there are substantial differences between the procedures of
Version III and the procedures of Version IV. The first section of
this chapter restates the reasons for and substance of these differ-
ences. The second section of this chapter discusses the conclusions
that can be drawn from the results of this study. The third section
of this chapter discusses some of the types of research that the author
believes should be performed on Version IV of Decision Making Method-
ology.
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Methodological research can take a number of different forms.
The research can be developmental—that is, needed procedures can be
designed and integrated into the Methodology. The research can be de-
cision oriented. Such research consists of applying the Methodology
in a controlled fashion for the purpose of evaluating its effectiveness.
The research can also be conclusion oriented. This particular type of
research consists of testing propositions about the Methodology. Con-
clusion oriented research should only be undertaken when the Methodology
or a particular section of the Methodology has been found to be problem
free. Conclusion oriented research is only warranted when developmental
research has produced a complete Methodology which decision oriented re-
search has shown to be problem free. Version IV of the Decision Making
Methodology is not problem free in the sense of being absolutely com-
plete and fully field tested. Therefore, conclusion oriented research
is not called for at this time. However, developmental research, the
design of needed procedures and decision oriented research, the field
testing of new and existing procedures are suggested.
Certain sections of the first, third, fourth, and fifth major
processes of the Methodology need to have additional procedures developed
for their implementation. With regards to decision oriented research,
the author believes that Version IV should be submitted to the same
type of analysis as was Version III. That is, first the logic of Ver-
sion IV should be analyzed and if serious problems are uncovered, they
should be corrected. Version IV should then be field tested in an un-
complicated situation and procedures that do not work well should
xvii
be either replaced or redesigned. If a researcher does not have enough
resources for a field test of the entire Methodology, specific sections
could be tested. This chapter also contains the author’s recommenda-
tions as to those sections of the Methodology that he believes should
be tested first.
This concludes the brief synopsis of the six chapters of this
document. It is hoped that this synopsis will enable the reader to
choose those chapters that are most consistent with the reader’s per-
sonal and professional interests.
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CHAPTER 1
DECISION MAKING AND DECISION MAKING METHODOLOGY:
HOW THEY ARE RELATED
Importance of Decision Making
The importance of decision making has been documented by many
authors. In discussing decision making in the business world, Odiorne
(1969, p. 3) has stated:
The world of might have been is an imaginary utopia. It is filled
with happy marriages that might have taken place if someone could
have made up his or her mind. . . . More time is lost, success
forfeited, careers stymied, and frustrations confronted from the
inability to make a good decision than can be estimated. Wrong
decisions made more mischief than a thousand devils working their
fiendish schemes. . . . Many of our moral crises are actually
crises of decision making. Albert Camus puts it, "All systems of
morality are based on the idea that an action has consequences
that legitimize it or cancel it."
Other authors have also attested to the importance of good de-
cision making in business. In his book The New Science of Management
Decision
,
Herbert Simon (1960, p. 2) notes that:
Executives spend a large fraction of their time surveying the econ-
omic, technical, political, and social environment to identify new
conditions that call for new actions. They probably spend an even
larger fraction of their time individually or with their associates
seeking to invent, design and develop possible courses of action
for handling situations where a decision is needed.
Cyert and March (1963, pp. 289-290) hold a similar view:
The problems of how business firms ought to make decisions—as
contrasted to how they do—form the basis for an extended, grow-
ing and sophisticated literature. . . • Much moaem
effort in
2operations research and management science is directed toward de-
veloping decision rules and strategies for making the classic de-
cisions within business firms.
In considering decision making in areas other than business and indus-
try, Hodson (1974, p. 1) has stated:
The continual process of deciding between alternative courses of
action has to be one of the most pressing and ever present concerns
of responsible persons. Decision makers from all walks of life use
various kinds of ways to make various kinds of decisions. Especially
in the social sciences and particularly in education, the literature,
the methods, the systems, the meetings, the institutions, and the
headaches that are devoted to the problem of decision making are
truly diverse and numerous
.
These authors and others (see for example Applewhite, 1965;
Welsh and Cyert, 1970; Nadler, 1970; Young, 1966; and Brenthower, 1973)
have made significant contributions to the field of decision making.
The growing interest in this phenomena is evidenced by the existence
of The American Institute for Decision Sciences, or A.I.D.S., whose
goal is "to promote the development and application of quantitative
methodology (decision sciences) to functional and behavioral problems
of administration." The Institute has held annual meetings since 1969.
The themes of some of those meetings have been "Beyond Profit—Decision
Making in a Non-Profit Context" and "Advancing, Applying and Teaching
the Decision Sciences." The institute also publishes The Journal of
Decision Sciences . Thus, decision making is a real concern that is by
no means localized to the world of business or to the year 1975.
There are currently two approaches to decision making: decision
making theory and Decision Making Methodology. Decision making theory
describes the attributes of good decision making while Decision
Making
3Methodology provides an operational process for making decisions.
Theory is descriptive, methodology is prescriptive. The author’s in-
terest is Decision Making Methodology. This interest should not be
taken to imply that the author believes that methodology is better
than theory. Each has its place. They are interrelated; in fact,
they may compliment each other. A valid decision making theory will
accurately describe the state of affairs that Decision Making Method-
ology is designed to improve. If the Methodology is to be successful,
it must be consistent with certain valid theoretical foundations. How-
ever, what will be argued in this chapter is that although decision-
making theory is highly developed, the need for a Decision Making Meth-
odology has remained largely unfulfilled. Hopefully, the present dis-
cussion will lay the foundation for a detailed analysis of the method-
ology which will be presented in Chapter Two. At this point, decision
making theory will be discussed.
Current Decision Making Theory
What is current decision making theory? In answering this
question, Cyert and March (1963) found that conventional decision making
theory is based on the following two concepts: (1) organizations seek
only to maximize profits, and (2) organizations operate with perfect
knowledge. According to this theory, it is not only assumed that all
organizational decisions are directed toward a single goal but also
that in making decisions, deliberate steps are or can be taken that
will provide a decision maker with absolute knowledge about the future.
4If this theory were correct, it should predict how organizational de-
cisions are actually made. Such is not the case. In fact, there is
considerable disparity between how organizations make decisions and
how they are supposed to make them, given the theory.
Many reasons have been postulated (Cyert and March, 1963) to
explain this abberation. Some of these reasons include : in modern
organizations, profit maximization is only one among many goals; it is
theoretically and practically impossible to know the future with abso-
lute certainty; the theory is only explaining relatively simple organi-
zations which are atypical of the complex firms of today. The theory
also left unanswered such major organizational questions as: What is
the effect of departmental structure on the goals actually pursued in
an organization? What effect does planning have on organizational ob-
jectives? How do these objectives change? When facing problems, what
factors are given and what factors are manipulable? How is information
processed within an organization?
Given the above inadequacies, Cyert and March (1963) set out to
construct a new theory of organizational decision making. The theory
was to be constructed using data about how organizations actually make
decisions. The data was gathered through the use of such observational
techniques as detailed analysis of letters, memoranda and other written
file material, intensive interviews, and direct observation of the de-
cision making process. The resultant theory is composed of four gen-
eral concepts. These concepts are quasi resolution of conflict,
uncer-
tainty avoidance, problematic search, and organizational learning. At
this point, each concept will be discussed separately.
5The theory views an organization as a coalition of individuals
having different and sometimes conflicting goals. Even though certain
conflicting goals must be resolved if the organization is to survive,
it is not assumed that the actual process employed involves reduction
of conflicting goals to some common dimension. The data indicated
that such conflict is resolved in a quasi fashion through such tech-
as local rationality, sequential attention to goals and accept-
able level decision rules. Organizations utilize these techniques in
an integrated rather than distinct fashion.
Through the use of local rationality, an organization divides
its problems into sub problems and then delegates these sub-problems
to specific sub-units. Through such delegation, complex problems which
are most likely interrelated and very possibly in conflict are reduced
to a series of simpler problems which may be addressed individually.
Local rationality helps resolve conflict only if the decisions made
by sub-units are internally and externally consistent. One way to en-
sure consistency is to employ acceptable level decision rules. These
rules describe what is and what is not a good decision. By enforcing
these rules directly or indirectly, sub-units are encouraged to make a
certain type of decision—namely, good decisions as defined by the de-
cision rules. Consistency among goals is also resolved by attending
to goals one at a time rather than all at once. This is done because
organizational goals may conflict if they are addressed simultaneously
but may be compatible if they are dealt with sequentially. This also
creates a time buffer between the organization’s problem solving activ
ities.
6Although most modern decision making theory accepts an organi-
zation s lack of total knowledge about the future as a fact of life,
Cyert and March (1963) believe that an organization does not face the
uncertain future directly but rather it avoids uncertainty by using
feedback reaction procedures. Using these procedures, an organization
will solve those problems which are most pressing at a given point in
time. This strategy avoids long range planning and in so doing avoids
the question of having to face an uncertain future. In some respects,
this technique is similar to sequential attention to goals. Another
technique by which organizations avoid uncertainty is through the es-
tablishment of a negotiated environment. This is done by setting up
certain industry wide conventions, which if adhered to will allow an
organization to be reasonably confident about the present and future
behavior of its competitors, thus certain types of unanticipated prob-
lems are avoided.
The theory’s third concept is that of problemistic search. The
real search activity of modern organizations is quite different from
that of the prototype found in conventional theory. There are three
major differences. First, search is motivated or stimulated by a prob-
lem. If an organization does not acknowledge the existence of a serious
problem, little or no search activity will be carried out. Second,
search proceeds on the basis of a simple model of causality. Search
is normally undertaken in the area of the problem symptom or in the
area of the current alternative. Less obvious causes and/or solutions
are not normally pursued. Third, search is biased. Different
decision
makers view the environment differently depending upon such
individual
7factors as training, intuition, judgement, and available information.
Thus, search activities will tend to generate solutions which are in-
dicative of the character of the searcher rather than discover some
ideal or optimal solution.
The final concept is that of organizational learning. Simply
stated, this means that organizations are adaptive. They interact
with their environment and this interaction results in changes in pro-
cedures, revision of goals, or shifting of attention. Stated another
way, organizations have a certain degree of self control; they can mod-
ify their own behavior. The behavior of organizations is not a limited,
rigid repertoire that is brought to bear without their consent.
The above four concepts were used to construct a new decision
making theory which is supposed to portray how organizations actually
make decisions as contrasted to how they should. This theory may be
expressed in terms of a decision process flow chart. The following flow
chart illustrates the relationship between the decision process and the
basic concepts of the theory.
If the theory were valid, it should be able to predict actual
decision making behavior. Its validity was tested by using it to sim-
ulate specific decisions for such problems as price, output, capital
investments and internal resource allocation. These simulated deci-
sions were taken as predictions of what an actual organization would
do in a similar situation. If the theory were correctly formulated,
there would be a consistency between simulated decisions and decisions
actually made by real organizations. Some consistency was found.
8FIGURE 1
ORGANIZATIONAL DECISION PROCESS IN ABSTRACT FORM
Quasi-Resolution
of Conflict
Uncertainty
Avoidance
Problemistic
Search
Organizational
Learning
Goals as indepen-
dent constraints.
Local rationality.
Acceptable-level
decision rules.
Sequential atten-
tion to goals.
Feedback re-
action deci-
sion proce-
dures. Ne-
gotiated en-
vironment.
Motivated
search. Sim-
ple-minded
search. Bias
in search.
Adaptation of
goals . Adap-
tation in at-
tention rules.
Adaptation in
search rules
.
ETC.
9Another significant contributor to the field of decision making
theory is Herbert Simon. One of Simon's most noteworthy works was a
series of four lectures on administration that he gave at the New York
University School of Commerce, Finance and Accounting in 1960, as a
Ford Distinguished Visiting Professor. Simon (1960) later expanded
these lectures into a book entitled The New Science of Management Deci~
sion. In a later work (1957), Administrative Behavior
.
Simon attempted
to reshape conventional decision making theory which up to this point
had characterized a decision maker as a maximizer or as one who can and
does select ideal solutions. Stated another way, conventional theory
assumes that a decision maker knows what is best to do with respect to
the problems that confront the decision maker. The word know is used
here in an absolute sense. Dr. Simon could not accept this. His own
insight and experience assured him that a decision maker does not have
the capabilities implied by this characterization. Maximization not
only implies that one have a knowledge of all possible alternatives but
that one can state with absolute certainty that one alternative is bet-
ter than all the rest with respect to solving a particular problem.
Dr. Simon could not recall ever having met or heard of a decision maker
who possessed these capabilities. Clearly, there was a problem. Theory
and practice were at odds. On the one hand, theory assumed that a de-
cision maker was omniscient. He/she knew all there was to know about
solving his/her problems. On the other hand, it is generally believed
that a decision maker's knowledge is limited. Conventional theory was
not describing how decisions are actually made. Dr. Simon decided
to
develop a theory that would. This theory described a decision
maker
as a satisficer; one who is looking for feasible rather than ideal
solutions. This theory acknowledged a decision maker’s limitations.
A decision maker was not required to consider every possible alterna-
tive but only those that were ’’good enough” or that "looked good."
Satisficing did not require that every outcome of every alternative
be calculated in order to select a solution but rather that only the
most critical outcomes be considered. Satisficing greatly simplifies
what is expected of a decision maker. Its theoretical expectations
4
are in line with the actualities of practice. Satisficing recognizes
the fact that decision makers are responsible for using limited re-
sources to produce a solution that works rather than for using unlim-
ited resources to produce a solution that is ideal. This theory was
not only more consistent with the existing documentation of how deci-
sions are made but it also proved to be an adequate conceptual base
for generating processes that reproduced certain aspects of complex
human problem solving behavior (Simon, 1956), (Newell and Simon, 1956).
Current decision making theory as expressed by the above authors
may be summarized as follows:
1. Organizations are complex . As mentioned earlier, conventional
decision making theory is based on two concepts; the first of
which is that organizations only seek to maximize profits.
Cyert and March (1963) found that organizations are not directed
toward the single goal of profit maximization. They found that
organizations are concerned with many goals, one of which is
profit maximization. They proposed a theory that describes
an
organization as a coalition of individuals holding goals
that
11
may or may not be in conflict. Their decision making theory
also described some of the ways in which the conflict among
goals is actually resolved.
2 • Decision makers have limited resources for solving problems .
Historically, it was assumed that organizations operate with
perfect knowledge. A decision maker with absolute knowledge
would, by implication of having such knowledge, know the fu-
ture with absolute certainty. The possession of absolute
knowledge also implies that a decision maker can and does se-
lect ideal solutions. In conventional decision making theory,
a decision maker who selects an ideal solution is described as
a maximizer. Cyert and March (1963) argued that it is theo-
retically and practically impossible to know the future with
absolute certainty. Therefore, the future is uncertain. They
proposed a theory in which an organization uses a variety of
techniques for dealing with an uncertain future. Simon (1957)
also proposed a theory which described a decision maker as a
satisficer rather than a maximizer. A satisficer is a deci-
sion maker who uses limited resources to produce a solution
that works rather than use unlimited resources to produce a
solution that is ideal. The resources available to the satis-
ficer include creativity, judgement, intuition, and to some
extent but not exclusively, empirical data.
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The Relationship Between Decision Making
Theory and Decision Making Methodology
Decision Making Methodology and decision making theory are sig-
nificantly different. A valid decision making theory is a conceptual
description of how decisions are actually made. An effective Decision
Making Methodology is an operational description of how decisions
should be made. While Decision Making Methodology provides specific
rules and procedures for making decisions, decision making theory pro-
vides the general concepts and ideas by which decision making, as it is
actually practiced, can be understood. This author is interested in de-
veloping a methodology for decision making which would be applicable to
a wide range of decision makers and problems. The need for such a meth-
odology is well documented. Young has observed that (1966):
Management, the problem-solving or decision making segment of an
organization, is currently undergoing a fundamental transition in
both theory and practice. ... A trend has developed toward view-
ing organizational decision making as an identifiable, observable
and measurable process—rather than one which is essentially cov-
ert and unplanned and which relies on managerial "intuition" or
judgement. (emphasis added)
Young believes that defining decision making in operational
terms could enhance humanity's ability to deal sensitively and effec-
tively with each other. Young also stated that this need for an oper
ational decision making process is just beginning to be perceived and
is still unmet. Michael and Jones (1973) have identified the same
prob-
lem by detecting that our present knowledge of decision making
seldom
exists in operational form."
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One of the first steps in the process of methodological devel-
opment is to determine if a methodology is needed. In developing
Decision Making Methodology, the author had to answer the question.
Does a methodology for decision making already exist? The author has
been unable to find a fully developed Decision Making Methodology. If
one exists, it is not readily available to decision makers at large.
In making this determination, two areas were analyzed in which a Decision
Making Methodology might be found. These areas were systems analysis
and operations research. Since both of these areas stressed logical
processes, it seemed reasonable to assume that a Decision Making Meth-
odology might be found in one or both of them. In reviewing the area
of systems analysis, the works of Dr. Gerald Nadler and Dr. Stanley
Young were examined.
In his work at the University of Wisconsin, Nadler (1970) has
developed the I.D.E.A.L.S. concept. The acronym stands for Ideal Design
of Effective and Logical Systems. According to its developer, this con-
cept attempts to tie together psychological, group behavior, engineering,
and design theories. Nadler also proposes that this approach can be
used to increase manpower effectiveness and production. The major steps
of this process are
:
1. Determine the function;
2. Develop the ideal system;
3. Gather information;
4. Suggest alternatives;
5. Select a solution;
6. Formulate the system;
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7. Review the system;
8. Test the system;
9. Install the system;
10.
Measure system performance.
This approach is unique in that it calls for the conceptual-
ization of an ideal system which then serves as a target for the de-
sign of feasible systems, one of which will actually be implemented.
However, it is unclear to this author how one would go about imple-
menting the I.D.E.A.L.S. concept itself. In reviewing the documenta-
tion, three non-operational and, to some extent, contradictory approaches
were recommended.
1. The first and the fourth steps are to be implemented via a
non-sequential assemblage of questions, axioms and guides to
creativity.
2. Other steps are to be implemented using some unspecified com-
bination of the above and more specific sub-steps. This ap-
proach is to be used in carrying out step two.
3. Finally, all steps are to be implemented using the I.D.E.A.L.S.
concept itself. For example, in step eight, test the system,
the first step would be to determine the specific function of
the testing system, then identify the ideal system target for
achieving that function; then gather the information that is
needed in order to determine how close one can come to the
ideal systems target, etc.
Dr. Stanley Young (1966) has outlined a similar ten step
pro-
cess in his book, Management:- A System Analysis . The
components of
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Dr. Young's approach are:
1. Organizational objectives must be defined.
2. Someone must raise the problem of how these goals can be
achieving
.
3. The nature of the problem must be investigated.
A. There should be a search for alternative solutions.
5. After full evaluation, the best alternative should be selected.
6. Organizational consensus must be achieved.
7. The solution must be authorized.
8. The solution must be implemented.
9. New decision makers must be instructed in the use of the deci-
sion.
10.
An audit must be conducted for evaluating the effectiveness of
the decision.
What has been stated represents the existing documentation of
Young's model. This author was unable to find any further breakdown
of the steps. Each of the ten steps are discussed but only from a
descriptive or conceptual perspective. For example, in treating step
ten, the issues of budget and output are addressed but without ever
specifying how one would compile a budget or define output. Young in-
cludes a step which Nadler did not—step three—in which the cause of
the problem is determined. Both techniques, however, are similar in
that they do not contain operational procedures for their implementation.
It should be clear that neither author was proposing a method-
ology for decision making. Both approaches were comprised of general
However* these are not the only approaches toguideline statements.
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systems analysis. Dr. George Steiner (1969, pp. 394-397) who reviewed
systems analysis from the perspective of planning has stated:
• • • there is no uniform method for making a systems analysis.
.
.
. Systems analysis is still in an embryonic state, is done dif-
by different analysts and varies much, depending upon the
problem.
. . each solution is a work of art, not the result of a
prescribed method or formula that applies to all cases.
Systems analysts hold a similar view themselves. A well-known
weapons systems analyst, E. S. Quade (1966, pp. 6-7), has stated:
It is not easy to tell someone how to carry out systems analysis
. . . . We have to do some things that we think are right but
that are not verifiable, that we cannot justify, and that are
never checked in the output of the work. Also, we must accept
as inputs many relatively intangible factors derived from human
judgement, and we must present answers to be used as the basis
of other judgements. Whenever possible, this judgement is sup-
plemented by inductive and numerical reasoning, but it is only
j udgement never theles s
.
Not having found a Decision Making Methodology in the area of
systems analysis, the author then turned his attention to operations
research. Operations research is a branch of applied mathematics that
utilizes such techniques as linear programming, queing theory, PERT,
CPM, PPBS
,
and computer based simulation. Some of these tools do have
procedures that are systematized, standardized and operationally de-
fined and, to this extent, they may be considered to be methodologies.
However, a methodology is not just a collection of operational proce-
dures; these procedures must be designed to accomplish a definable
purpose. Most of the above tools seem to have been designed to accom-
plish somewhat varying purposes.
There are other limitations. The tools mentioned all stress
computation through the use cf a computer and, in so doing, leave
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little or no room for the use of intuition or judgement in the decision
making process. Judgement can be used in determining inputs and in ex-
amining outputs. Also, these tools are only applicable to those situa-
tions in which one is faced with a well defined problem. They have not
been designed to make decisions in large ill defined problem areas.
Finally, in all cases, the solution to be implemented is chosen from a
predetermined set of alternatives. There is no provision for the design
of new solutions.
Even though the areas of systems analysis and operations re-
search do not seem to contain a methodology for decision making, this
author cannot state with absolute certainty that a methodology for de-
cision making does not exist in some form in some place. No one can
make such an omniscient assertion. However, it may be safely assumed
that if such a methodology does exist, other than the one which is the
focus of this study, it is not being freely disseminated to decision
makers at large. The author is also not trying to imply that other
techniques for decision making are unimportant. Not only does the very
existence of other techniques attest to their utility, but some of these
techniques have solved problems which are beyond the present capabili-
ties of Decision Making Methodology. This is especially true of oper-
ations research. Nevertheless, none of the tools reviewed in this chap-
ter are a general methodology for decision making. Most of these tooxs
are specific and limited in their application. Some are designed for a
particular decision making situation; while others, such as the tech-
niques of operations research, are designed for a limited range of
de-
cision situations. Although such techniques are reasonably
operational.
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their generality is limited. There are general decision making models.
The work of Young and Nadler are examples of such general models. These
models are usually designed to assist in decision making without regard
to the decision or decision situation. Although these models are gener-
al, they are not truly methodological. They are so general that each
step is subject to wide interpretation and application. The general de-
cision making models reviewed in this chapter only offer an initial
breakdown or operationalization of some of the processes by which a de-
cision should be made. Some necessary processes are omitted. Other nec-
essary processes are not developed past the level of a general descrip-
tive statement.
Decision Making Methodology, which is the focus of this study,
is an operationalized, standardized and systematized set of rules and
procedures for making decisions that are optimal with respect to a per-
son’s desires. In so being, it represents a prescription for decision
making. It is a "how to" system that can be actually used. On the
other hand, its procedures are not fully operational but much more so
than the systems approaches of either Young or Nadler. The Methodology
also has been built to accomplish a definable purpose which is not the
case with the tools of operations research.
Although Decision Making Methodology is not a theory, it has
some consistency with theory. Modern decision making theory states
that organizations are concerned with a wide range of problems. They
are complex. The Methodology has been built to solve a wide range uf
problems, including those which are ill defined. Systems analysis has
this capability but operations research does not. In fact, most
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operations research tools can only be used to solve well defined prob-
lems in which calculation is more important than judgement. These
techniques also require the use of a digital computer if they are to
be used efficiently. Not all problems are well defined and not all de-
cision makers have the resources required to employ or understand so-
phisticated computer programs.
Decision Making Methodology is consistent with decision making
theory in another way. Modern theory states that such intangible re-
sources as intuition, creativity and judgement are used continually in
the decision making process. The Methodology provides explicit proce-
dures for the use of these resources. The tools of operations research
have no such procedures. In fact, because these techniques stress com-
putation so strongly, they may inadvertently create a reverence for num-
bers and an irreverence for judgement. Steiner (1969) has made a similar
observation. He has noted that techniques that rely too heavily on quan-
titative methods may tend to ignore the "real" world. Reality is a per-
sonal matter being expressed through such phenomena as creativity, judge-
ment, intuition, and when appropriate, empirical data. This author be-
lieves that if one is to improve decision making, then one must identify,
accept and utilize the personal realities of the decision makers involved.
Failure to do so can be punishing and unbalancing to all involved.
The procedures of Decision Making Methodology will be detailed
in Chapter Two. An effective methodology for decision making would be
a significant contribution to the field because it would provide a pre
acriptive process that could be used by a wide range of decision makers
in a wide range of problem situations. The purpose of this study is
to
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put the Methodology to empirical test. The results will be used by
this author to develop a newer, more complete and hopefully more effec-
tive version of the Methodology. A completely effective Decision Making
Methodology is an ideal which should be actively pursued. This pursuit
involves a continually recurring cycle of development and testing. To
avoid testing would be to violate the tradition of science. To assume
that this pursuit would end with the conclusion of this study is to ex-
pect the improbable.
CHAPTER II
DECISION MAKING METHODOLOGY: A DETAILED ANALYSIS
Overview of the Chapter
This chapter is designed to accomplish three purposes: first,
to briefly outline the historical development of Decision Making Meth-
odology; second, to describe at a general level the process by which
methodologies are built; and third, to discuss in detail the purpose
and procedures of the long form of Decision Making Methodology. An
historical outline is presented so that the reader will have an under-
standing of the work that has been done prior to this study. This un-
derstanding should enable the reader to place the present study in
proper perspective. A general description of the process of method-
ological development is presented so that the reader will have an un-
derstanding of how Decision Making Methodology was initially designed
and how it can be further developed. The present study is concerned
with further development rather than initial design. However, initial
design must be discussed if the overall process of methodological de-
velopment is to be understood. The specific procedures used in this
study to further develop Decision Making Methodology are discussed in
Chapter Three, Design of the Study . Thus, the present description
of
the process of methodological development is general rather
than oper-
ational because the present study did not call for the use
of the en
tire process and because the parts of the process that
were used are
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discussed in a later chapter. A discussion of the long form of Decision
Making Methodology is presented so that the reader will have an under-
standing of the Methodology as it had been documented at the beginning
of this study. If the Methodology was not discussed, the reader might
be unaware of exactly what was examined in the course of this study.
Historical Development
The author became interested in Decision Making Methodology as
a means of solving a very specific problem. The problem was the design
of more effective teacher education programs. Before entering the Ed.D.
program, the author believed, and still believes, that effective teacher
education is critical to any viable strategy for educational reform.
This belief is based on a personal observation of what educational re-
formers have produced so far. Most of their products require an imple-
menter, and that implementer is usually a teacher. If a teacher is in-
competent or poorly trained, the potential of a given reform might never
materialize.
Thus, the author came to the University of Massachusetts, School
of Education looking for a solution to the problem of teacher education.
Although Decision Making Methodology Is the solution that has been cho-
sen, it was not the first one tried; in fact, it was the third. The
first solution was the author's own model for the preparation of more
effective teachers. This solution was discarded upon learning that the
Teacher Preparation Program Council, which is the coordinating group
for teacher education at the University of Massachusetts, already had
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twenty four different functioning teacher education programs. To sim-
ply increase the number to twenty five seemed to be ninety percent self-
serving and only ten percent advancing the field. The second solution
was to learn how teacher education programs were designed. This solu-
tion was discarded when no such process could be identified, either
through reading or through personal conversations with teacher educators
3-t the University of Massachusetts. Everyone seemed to be in the dark
as to how those twenty four different programs were developed. The so-
lution that was finally settled upon, and which Decision Making Method—
ology represents, is to build a process for the design of teacher educa-
tion programs.
In the process of developing the details of that solution, the
author came in contact with Dr. Thomas E. Hutchinson and Dr. William J.
Gephart. Dr. Hutchinson was involved in the development of methodolo-
gies for the social sciences. The need for methodologies has been well
documented (Benedict, 1973; Coffing, 1973; Thomann, 1973). Not only
did Dr. Hutchinson agree that education did not have a methodology for
the design of teacher education programs, but he also believed that a
methodology was a viable way of solving the problem. Thus, the author
set out to build a methodology for the design of teacher education pro-
grams. As this project was proceeding, the author met Dr. Gephart who,
at the time, was involved in systems design. The approach that he was
using was the I.D.E.A.L.S. concept that has already been discussed in
the first chapter of this document. He viewed teacher education as a
particular problem that could be solved using this generalized design
strategy. Dr. Gephart influenced the author to broaden his original
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interest to include all design problems. The collective influence of
both men directed the author to build a Design Methodology and in that
Methodology to conceptualize an ideal solution first and to use that
ideal as a model for the design of the actual solution to be implemented.
While the author was developing Design Methodology, Hodson et al .
were developing a Decision Making Methodology for use by decision makers
who had twenty five hours or less available for making decisions in a
particular problem area. Hodson called this version of the Methodology
a "short form." The term "short form" refers to the fact that only a
limited amount of resources were available for applying the Methodology.
The short form was composed of decision making procedures that could be
completely implemented within twenty five hours of decision maker time.
Both methodologies were developed independently during the year 1972-
1973 . In June of 1973, the author compared his work to that of Hodson
et al . and concluded that although there were differences, the differences
were not significant to warrant the development of two separate method-
ologies. At this point, a decision was made to develop a "long form"
of Decision Making Methodology. The term "long form" refers to the fact
that this version of the Methodology was to be composed of procedures to
be used in situations in which a decision maker had more than twenty
five hours of time available for making decisions in a particular prob-
lem area. Certain sections of Design Methodology and certain sections
of the short form of Decision Making Methodology were used in the devel-
opment of the long form. Throughout 1973-1974, the author developed the
long form of Decision Making Methodology. This development had produced
Version III of Decision Making Methodology, which is documented in
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Appendix Three. The initial development of Hodson et al . is presented in
Appendix One. It should be noted that all that is presently known about
Decision Making Methodology is its documentation. All that exists is
the Methodology s rules and procedures. No empirical data exists on the
effectiveness of the Methodology.
Process of Methodological Development
There are three things necessary to the production of an effec-
tive methodology. First, a purpose must be determined. Second, the ini-
tial set of procedures for accomplishing that purpose must be drafted
and developed to the point where they can be tested. Third, these pro-
cedures must be tested to identify problems and revised to the point
where additional testing indicates that the procedures are problem free.
Before a fully operational and completely effective methodology is pro-
duced, testing and revision must be performed a number of times.
The first step in determining a purpose is to choose the problem
that the Methodology will be built to solve. Once a problem is chosen,
a purpose is stated that will solve the problem. There are many proce-
dures by which a purpose can be chosen. Some of these are: reading
literature that relates to the problem, brainstorming about the problem,
and talking to those who work in the problem area. Once a purpose is
stated, it is examined to see if a methodology can and should oe devel-
oped to accomplish it. Methodological development is only warranted in
the case of a purpose that is clear, desirable, practical, and necessary.
If a purpose does not meet these criteria or cannot be revised to
the
point where it does, then methodological development should be
halted.
(Thomann and Hutchinson, 1974)
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In determining clarity, the methodologist is essentially deter-
mining if the purpose is understandable. Although the full meaning of
the purpose need not be worked out prior to initial development, it
must be determined if the purpose can be operationally defined and
thereby fully understood. An operational understanding of the purpose
will be required in later stages of development.
The desirability of a purpose is essentially a question of that
purpose's relevance to potential clients. If every potential client
considers the purpose to be irrelevant, if they all view it as dealing
with an important problem in a way that is unimportant to them, then
a methodology designed to accomplish that purpose will most likely not
be used. In this case, the purpose would be undesirable. However, a
purpose need not be desirable to every potential client. The purpose
need only be desirable to enough potential clients so that a method-
ology designed to accomplish this purpose will be used. If a method-
ology were never used, than the resources consumed in development will
have been wasted. How many and what kinds of potential clients would
have to accept the purpose before it was considered desirable is a
subjective determination made by the individual methodologist who is
carrying out the development.
A purpose must also be practical. In determining the practi-
cality of the purpose, a nethodologist must view that purpose -tn light
of the resources that are actually available for development and in
light of the resources that will probably be available for application
of that methodology once it has been developed. If the purpose
implies
procedures that clearly cannct be developed, given the
resources
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available for development, then that purpose is impractical. It
might be unwise to begin a program of development that obviously can-
not be completed. If the purpose requires procedures that clearly
could not be applied, given the resources that potential clients would
probably have available for an application, then that purpose is also
impractical. In this case, developmental work would not be justified
because such work may produce a methodology that will most likely not
be used. Thus, a purpose must be practical from both a developmental
and an application point of view.
The final criterion against which the purpose is examined is
that of necessity. Methodological development is unnecessary when a
fully developed methodology for accomplishing the purpose already ex-
ists and has been found to be completely effective. If an existing
methodology is sufficient for accomplishing the purpose, then there is
no need to build another.
Once an acceptable purpose has been determined, the initial
set of procedures for accomplishing that purpose must be developed.
These procedures should be as operational, systematic and standardized
as they can be, given the resources available for development. Ini-
tial development begins with the production of a skeletal outline of
the methodology. This outline is the first approximation of what the
fully developed methodology will look like. This outline consists Oi
those procedures that seem to be necessary to accomplish the purpose.
All these procedures are suggested by or can be deduced from the pur-
pose. In other words, the procedures making up the methodology are
implications of the methodology’s purpose. Initial development ends
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with a version of the methodology that can be tested. This version
is produced by applying to specific procedures within the original
outline the process that was used to develop the outline itself. The
procedures to be further developed are those that are both crucial
and unclear. A crucial procedure is one that must be implemented suc-
cessfully if the methodology is to accomplish its purpose. Although
every procedure within a methodology should be implemented success-
fully, if a procedure does not have to be implemented successfully,
it should not be part of the methodology—some procedures are more im-
portant than others. When the success of a methodology is directly
dependent upon a specific procedure, that procedure is considered
crucial. An unclear procedure is one that does not clearly imply the
steps needed for its implementation. If a procedure does not seem
easy to implement, then that procedure is considered unclear. By using
the criteria of clarity and importance, further development is focussed
on those procedures that need it the most. Testing may be performed
once the methodology appears as if it can be implemented without major
difficulty.
In most cases, the version of the methodology to be tested will
not be a fully developed methodology. All the procedures necessary to
accomplish the purpose will not have been developed. Initial develop-
ment could have been carried to the point where the methodology is
fully operational; however, this would require that a methodologist
develop and document every single behavior that would be required
to
apply the methodology successfully in all possible situations.
Such
extensive development would require much more resources
than are
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usually available for initial development. In most cases, initial
development is halted when the costs of further development outweigh
the expected improvements in the methodology. This is a type of cost
benefit analysis. The point at which development is halted is a sub-
jective determination made by an individual methodologist.
The final phase of methodological development involves testing
and revision. Testing is done because a methodologist never knows
everything that must be done to accomplish the purpose of the method-
ology . Without testing, a methodologist can never be absolutely sure
that the procedures that have been developed so far represent all the
procedures that are needed. Stated another way, methodological devel-
opment is always undertaken with limited knowledge. There is an ever
present risk that procedures that look adequate on paper will be inade-
quate when they are applied. Continual testing minimizes this risk by
identifying which of the existing procedures are inadequate. Having
made this identification, new procedures can be developed. In doing
so, the methodology is made more complete and hopefully more effective.
The risk of failure is ever present. It can never be completely elim-
inated because a methodology is very rarely developed to the point
where it represents a complete set of problem free procedures. There
will always be a certain amount of uncertainty because of a certain
amount of incompleteness. However, both uncertainty and incompleteness
can be minimized through extensive development and testing.
A methodology should be tested through the use of both conclu-
sion and decision oriented research procedures. Decision oriented re-
search involves field testing the entire methodology or a particular
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part of it. In field testing, the methodology is applied in a con-
trolled fashion to find those procedures that do not work well. The
application is controlled in the sense that as the methodology is being
applied, it is also being systematically evaluated. The criteria for
evaluation depend on what is being field tested. When the entire
methodology is being tested, evaluation criteria are derived, in part,
from the main purpose of the methodology. However, when a particular
part of the methodology is being tested, criteria are derived, in part,
from the sub-purpose of the part being tested. The purpose of the
field test is to identify problems in the methodology. Only when suc-
cessive field tests have failed to identify major problems should con-
clusion oriented research procedures be applied. These procedures
would involve testing propositions about the methodology. In so doing,
knowledge is generated about the methodology itself.
Methodological development does not end with initial testing.
The first test to which a methodology is subjected will most likely
identify only some of the problems that need to be solved. New pro-
cedures must then be developed to solve the problems identified. These
new procedures must also be tested to see if they are effective. If
not, additional procedures must be developed. Testing, at any stage
of development, indicates what additional development needs to be done.
Development is halted only when the methodology is perfect when it
represents a complete set of problem free procedures.
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Purpose of Decision Making Methodology
The purpose of Decision Making Methodology is Mto make decisions
that are optimal with respect to a person's desires" (Hodson, 1974).
This purpose warrants the development of a methodology to accomplish
it because the purpose is desirable, necessary, definable, and practical.
The purpose is desirable because a reasonable number of decision
makers have expressed a willingness to use a methodology designed to ac-
complish this purpose. This willingness indicates that Decision Making
Methodology will probably be used once the methodology has been developed
to the point where it is reasonably operational and reasonably effective.
Some of the decision makers who found the purpose desirable said that the
reason for their acceptance was that the phrase "optimal with respect to
a person's desires" puts a decision maker in control of the decision mak-
ing process. This phrase requires that any decision made using the meth-
odology must be consistent with the desires of the decision maker (s) for
whom the methodology is being applied. However, an acceptance of the
purpose by some decision makers is not a final test of the purpose's de-
sirability. In fact, other decision makers and possibly many decision
makers may find the purpose undesirable. However, the purpose need not
be desirable to every decision maker. In fact, Unanimous acceptance of
the purpose by all decision makers would be unlikely to result and im-
probable to expect. The purpose need only be desirable to enough deci-
sion makers so that a methodology designed to accomplish this
purpose
would not go unused. If Decision Making Methodology had alsolutely
no
develop it would have been wasted. Howutility, the resources used to
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many and what kind of decision makers would have to accept the purpose
of Decision Making Methodology before the purpose was considered desir-
able was a subjective determination made by the initial developers.
The purpose is necessary because this author (Heffernan, 1974)
and other methodologists (Hodson, 1974) have been unable to find a fully
developed Decision Making Methodology that accomplishes this purpose.
Two areas were analyzed in which a Decision Making Methodology might be
found. These areas were operations research and systems analysis. A
number of techniques were examined in each area. Each of the techniques
reviewed were found to contain one or both of the following flaws:
1. They did not have as their purpose "to make decisions that are
optimal with respect to a person’s desires.”
2. They contained procedures that were more general than operation-
al.
While the techniques of systems analysis that were examined contained
both of the above flaws, the techniques of operations research contained
only the first.
The purpose, to make decisions that are optimal with respect to
a person’s desires, is definable because its most critical concept can
be operationally defined. An operational definition of this phrase will
produce some of the criteria necessary to evaluate the methodology. Any
procedure that does not contribute to making decisions "that are optimal
with respect to a person’s desires” would be considered defective anu
would have to be revised. A desire may be operationally defined as
any-
thing a decision maker says he/she or others need. Thus, a desire
may be
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considered equivalent to a need. However, no one will ever know if a
decision is optimal unless needs are measured before and after a deci-
sion is made. A reasonably operational process for the measurement of
needs already existed prior to the development of Decision Making Meth-
odology. This process was Needs Analysis Methodology which had been de-
veloped by Coffing and Hutchinson (Coffing and Hutchinson, 1973). Needs
Analysis Methodology provides operational procedures for determining,
defining and measuring needs. Decision Making Methodology requires op-
erational procedures for determining, defining and measuring desires.
Without these procedures, Decision Making Methodology cannot accomplish
its purpose. Many of the procedures of Needs Analysis Methodology can
be used in Decision Making Methodology because a need and a desire are
nearly equivalent concepts. A need and a desire both refer to something
that is wanted or required. Thus, the purpose of Decision Making Meth-
odology is definable because the type of decision to be made using the
methodology can be determined through the use of an existing operational
process.
The purpose of Decision Making Methodology— to make decisions
that are optimal with respect to a person's desires—is practical because
the procedures necessary to accomplish it do not seem impossible to de-
velop or impossible to apply once they are developed. Two of the most
critical procedures implied by the purpose are determining the desires
of a decision maker, and evaluating a decision that has been designed
and implemented to satisfy these desires. The desires of a decision
maker are needed in order to determine the problems to be solved using
the methodology. An evaluation is needed to determine whether or
not
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the chosen problems have actually been solved. It has already been men-
tioned that many of the procedures necessary to determine the desires of
a decision maker existed prior to the development of Decision Making
Methodology. These procedures were part of Needs Analysis Methodology
(Coffing and Hutchinson, 1973). Many of the procedures necessary for
evaluating a particular decision also existed prior to the development
of Decision Making Methodology. These procedures were part of Evaluation
Methodology (Hutchinson, 1973). Thus, the purpose of Decision Making Meth-
odology is practical from a developmental point of view because some of
the most critical procedures for accomplishing the purpose had already
been developed.
Another critical procedure implied by the purpose is that of
planning. Planning is critical because it is needed to insure that the
methodology can be applied practically. The procedures for planning an
application of Decision Making Methodology are already well developed
and provide for such things as: the identification of the resources
that a decision maker has for making decisions in a particular problem
area; the selection of the specific problems to be solved from within
the problem area; and the allocation of the identified resources to each
of the chosen problems. Using the information obtained in planning, a
methodologist can make a preliminary determination of what procedures
are to be used in a particular application. Only procedures that can
be applied within the available resources will be used. This determin-
ation is preliminary because it is made with limited knowledge of the
amount and the type of work that a specific decision maker can do
in a
given amount of time. As an application of Decision Making
Methodology
proceeds, a methodologist will gain more knowledge about the
capabilities
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of the decision makers for whom he/she is applying the methodology. This
new knowledge will be used to confirm or modify any future procedures
that have been planned. Because the methodology provides for identifying
and adapting itself to the resources and capabilities of the decision
makers for whom it is being applied, the methodology should be able to
be applied practically. The present study is designed to determine and
improve the extent to which the methodology can be applied practically.
Because the purpose "to make decisions that are optimal with re-
spect to a person’s desires" is desirable, necessary, definable, and
practical, it warrants the development of a methodology to accomplish it.
Overview of the Remaining Sections
of the Chapter
A very complex set of procedures has been developed for implement-
ing Decision Making Methodology. To discuss each procedure separately
would require an analysis that would be unnecessarily detailed and lengthy.
The procedures that will be discussed are those that the author believes
will provide the reader with an understanding of the Methodology at a
level of specificity that is relevant but not frustrating. If the pre-
sent discussion is successful, the reader will be able to examine the en-
tire Methodology without feeling overwhelmed. A complete version of the
Methodology is included as an appendix to this document.
The procedures of Decision Making Methodology have been divided
into the following eight major processes:
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1. Prepare for the utilization of the methodology.
2. Perform a needs analysis.
3. Develop a statement of the purpose.
4. Conceptualize the ideal solution.
5. Design the actual solution.
6. Plan the implementation of the solution.
7. Implement the solution.
8. Evaluate/reimplement the solution.
The discussion of these procedures will be divided into two
parts. In the first part, each major process will be discussed sep-
arately using the following format: First, the purpose of each major
process will be stated and its desirability will be discussed; second,
the major steps of that major process will be presented in narrative
form. In the second part, the major steps of each major process will
be discussed. The format used in the second part will be slightly
different. First, the overall logic of the step will be presented.
Second, any sub-steps that have been developed to implement
that step
will be listed as they appear in the Methodology.
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Rationale for the Eight Major Processes
of Decision Making Methodology
1.0 Prepare for the Utilization of the Methodology
Decision Making Methodology can be used in a number of ways. In
most cases, any utilization will require some preparation. The purpose
of this major process is to prepare the reader for using the Methodology
in certain specific ways. In so doing, the reader is treated more as an
individual by being provided with a number of ways of using the Method-
ology rather than being limited to a single mode of utilization.
This preparation involves identifying the desires of the reader
and then directing the reader to that part of the Methodology which will
best meet these desires. This direction may place the reader in Step
1.4, "Prepare the Methodologist," if the reader is a person who is in-
terested in learning Decision Making Methodology but who has no substan-
tial background in this particular methodology. Using these procedures,
the reader will be taught by an experienced methodologist how to apply
the Methodology. If the reader is interested in having the Methodology
applied for him/herself or others, the reader is directed to Step 1.5,
"Negotiate a Decision Making Contract." Using these procedures, an ex-
perienced methodologist will negotiate an application of the Methodology
with the reader for making decisions in a particular problem area. A
special situation exists when the reader is an experienced methodologist.
In this case, the reader will probably have a very particular purpose
for coming in contact with Decision Making Methodology. When this hap-
pens, the experienced methodologist first states his/her purpose and is
38
then directed to that section of the Methodology that will best accom-
plish that purpose.
2.0 Perform a Needs Analysis
The purpose of this step is to identify, define and measure the
needs that a decision maker is interested in meeting within the problem
area. This is done because a problem may be defined as an unmet need.
When he/ she is provided with needs data, the decision maker is made
aware of the range of problems that could be solved using the Method-
ology. From this set of problems, the decision maker can choose the
specific problera(s) that the Methodology will be applied to solve.
The rules and procedures used here are essentially those of the
Cof f ing/Hutchinson Needs Analysis Methodology (Coffing, Hodson and
Hutchinson, 1973). These procedures involve determining, defining and
measuring the needs that a decision maker is interested in meeting.
The first step in this process calls for eliciting and then organizing
the concerns of a particular decision maker into a series of phrases of
the following form: "who needs what according to whom." The persons
who have a particular type of need are called "needers". The "accord-
ing to whom" persons are called "definers". Having done this, a par-
ticular need of a particular needer is then defined by the definer in
operational terms. The final phase of this major process Involves the
actual observation of the degree to which a definer’s definition of a
particular need is presently being met.
39
3.0 Develop a Statement of the Purpose
At this point, the decision maker develops a defined statement
of what he/she wants the solution to accomplish once it is implemented.
This purpose embodies the real concerns of the decision maker and this
purpose is used throughout the subsequent steps of the Methodology.
The purpose is used in the generation of alternative solutions and to
evaluate the effectiveness of the solution that is finally implemented.
The purpose literally controls what the Methodology does. Since the
purpose is used so often and since it embodies the real concerns of
the decision maker
,
the control of the Methodology is given to the per-
son for whom the Methodology is being applied; that person is the deci-
sion maker.
In developing a statement of the purpose, the decision maker
is taken through the following four activities. First, the decision
maker chooses the unmet need/problem to be worked on. Second, the
methodologist determines what is presently known about solving the
problem. Third, a statement of purpose is developed. Fourth, the
purpose is tested to make sure that a solution can/should be designed
to accomplish it. This testing involves examining the purpose as
stated to make sure that it is clear, desirable, practical, and neces-
sary.
4.0 Conceptualize the Ideal Solution
The purpose of this major process is to have the decision
maker conceptualize the ideal way of accomplishing the purpose. The
solution does not have to be practical; it need only be the most
AO
desirable way of accomplishing the purpose according to the decision
maker. By conceptualizing an ideal solution first, the creative po-
tential of the decision maker is released because the decision maker
is free to think up solutions that would go far beyond his/her present
resource capabilities. This process also heightens the commitment of
the decision maker to the Methodology. This happens because all sub-
sequent procedures are aimed at implementing the ideal as is or in a
form which is as nearly ideal as possible. Thus, the decision maker’s
participation in the Methodology represents making the ideal as much a
reality as possible.
In order to conceptualize an ideal solution, the decision
maker must first define what he/she means by an "ideal solution."
Then a list of alternative solutions that are consistent with that
definition are generated. This list is then tested for completeness
by having the decision maker generate usual solutions to the problem
and then change each usual solution so that it is consistent with his/
her definition of an ideal solution. All alternative ideal solutions
are then combined into a single list from which the decision maker
chooses the most appropriate. The final phase of this major process
calls for the ideal solution to be reviewed by the decision maker and
by any relevant others to determine if the ideal can be impxemented.
If this review indicates that the ideal is practical and can be imple-
mented as is, the decision maker is sent to major process number seven,
"Implement the Solution." Using these procedures, the decision maker
will carry out the ideal solution. If this review indicates
that the
ideal is practical but requires additional planning prior
to its
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implementation, the decision maker is sent to major process number six,
"Plan the Implementation of the Solution.” Using these procedures,
the decision maker will develop all the operational details needed to
implement the ideal solution. If this review indicates that the ideal
is impractical, then the decision maker is sent to major process number
Design the Actual Solution," where a feasible alternative to the
ideal solution will be designed. This reviewing process assures that
the ideal will be implemented as is or with as little modification as
possible.
5.0 Design the Actual Solution
Using these procedures, the decision maker will design a fea-
sible alternative to an impractical ideal solution. This is done to
make sure that the Methodology designs a solution that the decision
maker can actually implement. If this were not done, a decision maker
would be left with a real problem and an unreal solution. As the
ideal is changed, its original conceptualization serves as a target
representing the most desirable way of accomplishing the purpose.
Every effort is made to bring the feasible solution closer to this
ideal target.
The procedures used here are essentially the same procedures
as were used in Step 4.0, "Conceptualize an Ideal Solution. The onl^
difference is that a feasible solution is being generated rather than
an ideal solution that would not be feasible.
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6.0 Plan the Implementation of the Solution
The purpose of this step is to develop all the operational de-
tails necessary to implement the solution. These details may be di-
vided into two categories: the solution itself and a plan for making
decisions about the solution as it is being implemented. Developing
these details prior to implementation will maximize the possibility
of a decision maker solving the problem for two reasons. First, a
solution stated in terms of a sequenced list of operational activities
provides the decision maker with a clear path to follow in accomplish-
ing the purpose. Second, a tested plan for decision making provides
the decision maker with a reliable way of managing the solution once
it is installed.
Planning the implementation of the solution involves defining
the solution first in terms of its parts and then in terms of all the
activities needed to carry out each part. All these activities are
then organized into a single chronological list, regardless of the
part to which they belong. Each activity on this list is then re-
viewed separately to make sure that it is appropriate with respect to
the present skills of the person who is expected to perform the ac-
tivity, and also to make sure that all of the resources that are needed
to carry out that activity will be available at the appropriate txme.
The whole list of activities is then reviewed as a single unit to make
sure that there are no internal or external conflicts. Once all crit-
ical activities have been designed and reviewed, a plan for making de-
cisions as these activities are being carried out is designed and
tested. The end result of this major process is an operational solution
A3
to the problem and a tested plan for managing that solution once It Is
installed.
7.0 Implement the Solution
In this major process, the solution is implemented. In so do-
i-n6> the solution is tested to see if it can accomplish the purpose
that it was designed to accomplish.
In implementing the solution, the decision maker carries out
as many of the solution's activities as he/she can, according to the
chronological order specified in the previous step. Any decisions
that must be made in order to manage these activities are made using
the tested plan for decision making.
8.0 Evaluate/Reimplement the Solution
Having implemented the solution, two types of decisions need
to be made. The decision maker needs to decide if the purpose has
been accomplished and the methodologist needs to decide if the Meth-
odology has been effective. If these decisions are not made, the de-
cision maker will never know if the problem has been solved and the
methodologist will never know where and to what extent the Methodology
needs to be improved.
The same set of data is used to make both types of decisions.
The data used describe the degree to which the purpose has been accom-
plished. The same set of data can be used by both decision maker and
methodologist because their decisions are interrelated. If the solu-
tion is effective, then this provides supportive evidence that
the
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Methodology is effective to some degree because the Methodology was used
by the decision maker to design the solution in the first place. These
data are compiled by gathering all the information that was used to make
decisions as the solution vras being implemented. Each component of the
decision maker s operational definition of the purpose is then reviewed
in light of these data to see if it has been accomplished. The method-
ologist then reports to the decision maker the number (completeness) and
the priority (focus) of the components that have been accomplished. If
the Methodology is effective, it will have produced a solution that was
as complete and as focussed as permitted by the available resources. If
the degree of focus or completeness is unsatisfactory to the decision
maker, the methodologist first links the problem to a specific prior
step in the Methodology itself and then presents the decision maker with
the option of having the solution reimplemented, making any needed changes
starting from the step at which the problem originated. It should be
noted here that a solution is only reimplemented if the desires and re-
sources of the decision maker warrant it.
Rationale for the Major Steps of Major Process 1.0:
Prepare for the Utilization of the Methodology
Of the Methodology * s eight major processes, the first is the
most highly developed. This major process consists of the following
six major steps:
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1.1 The reader determines his/her frame of reference.
1.2 Develop a current version of the Methodology.
1.3 Disseminate the Methodology.
1.4 Prepare the methodologist.
1.5 Negotiate the decision making contract.
1.6 Plan the application of the Methodology.
Sub-steps have been developed for implementing each of these
six major steps. Almost every sub-step has specific procedures for its
implementation. Due to the complexity of the first major process, it
will be discussed in greater detail than the other seven major processes
of the Methodology. In discussing the other seven major processes of
the Methodology, only the logic of their major steps will be presented.
Procedures that have been designed for implementing a particular major
step will be listed as they appear in the Methodology. However, in dis-
cussing the first major process, the logic of both its major steps and
its sub-steps will be presented.
The first four major steps of the first major process were de-
signed to be used in methodologies other than Decision Making Methodology.
In other words, these steps are supposed to be generalizable across many
methodologies. These steps were developed in this fashion because the
author believed that the procedures necessary for their implementation
are not dependent upon a particular methodology. Steps 1.2, 1.3 and 1.4
all have a specific sub-step for choosing the methodology to be developed,
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disseminated or taught. However, for the purposes of this discussion,
it will be assumed that Decision Making Methodology is the methodology
that has been chosen. This assumption is made because this document is
specific to Decision Making Methodology. This assumption will also per-
mit a more focussed discussion of the first four steps of the first ma-
jor process. If this assumption were not made, a variety of other meth-
odologies would have to be discussed in order to illustrate the logic of
these generalizable steps. Therefore, in discussing the first four ma-
jor steps of the first major process, specific illustrative references
will be made to Decision Making Methodology. Also, whenever the phrase
"the Methodology" appears in the wording of one of these steps, it refers
to Decision Making Methodology.
1.1 The reader is asked to determine his/her frame of reference
by identifying which of the following groups that he or she
belongs to.
People coming in contact with Decision Making Methodology differ
In many ways. Two of the most significant are prior experience with the
Methodology and the way in which they expect to use the Methodology. A
reader's prior experience may range from substantial to non-existent. A
reader's expectations for utilizing the Methodology may range from apply-
ing it, testing it, further developing it, disseminating it, teaching it,
or hiring a methodologist to apply the Methodology for the reader or for
someone else. In most cases, any utilization will require preparation.
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However, before a reader can be prepared to utilize the Methodology,
the reader's experience and expectations must be known so that prepar-
ation can be individually prescribed. In this major step, the experi-
ence and the expectations of the reader are determined. Once this is
done, the reader is cycled to the most appropriate preparation sequence.
1.1.1 A person who is interested in learning the Methodology but
who has no substantial experience in methodologies. In
this case, the reader should proceed to step 1.4. 4. 4.
6
(Preparing the methodologist)
.
Using these procedures, the reader will be taught by an experi-
enced methodologist how to apply the Methodology.
1.1.2 A person who is interested in having the Methodology ap-
plied for them in order to solve some problem. In this
case, the reader should proceed to step 1.5. 2. 2 (Negoti-
ate the decision making contract)
.
Using these procedures, the reader will negotiate with an ex-
perienced methodologist for an application of the Methodology.
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It Is possible that a highly trained methodologist will have a
very particular reason for coming in contact with Decision Making Meth-
odology. For example, he/she may not be interested in applying the Meth-
odology and he/she may not be interested in learning to apply the Method-
ology . His/her interests may be more along the lines of development and
testing. This sub—step provides for prescribing a preparation program
that is commensurate with the desires and experience of a trained meth-
odologist.
1.2 Develop a current version of the Methodology. (This step may
be performed anywhere in the utilization of the Methodology.
It is included here in order to highlight the desirability of
developing a current version of the Methodology prior to any
substantial effort to utilize it through teaching, applica-
tion or dissemination.)
Usually, Decision Making Methodology is being used by many people
simultaneously. Each utilization will most likely uncover points at
which the Methodology needs to be improved. Improvements may be needed
for a number of reasons: certain necessary procedures might be missing
or the existing procedures may be poorly worded or incorrectly sequenced.
When all the necessary improvements have been made, the Methodology will
be fully developed. At this point, Decision Making Methodology may
not
be considered to be perfect. A perfect Methodology is produced by
devel-
oping, utilizing and revising successive versions of the Methodology,
each of which requires fewer and fewer improvements. This step
provides
A9
procedures for producing a version of the Methodology that is more com-
plete and hopefully more effective than previous versions.
This step consists of a reasonably operational set of procedures
for deciding how to use the resources that are available for developing
a current version of Decision Making Methodology. Usually there are
only limited resources available for implementing these procedures.
Therefore, the application of these procedures must be carefully planned
if major problems of effectiveness and efficiency are to be avoided.
Planning does not necessarily eliminate these problems but it can very
definitely minimize them. At present, specific planning procedures have
not been developed. When such procedures are developed, this sub-step
will not only provide for choosing which development procedures can be
applied within the available resources but also for evaluating and mod-
ifying the chosen procedures if they are considered to be working poor-
ly during actual implementation.
1.2.1 Choose the Methodology to be developed.
In this sub-step, the methodology to be developed is chosen.
For the purpose of this discussion, it will be assumed that Decision
Making Methodology will have been chosen. This selection can be based
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on the interests and capabilities of the methodologist and/or on the
needs of the population that the methodologist is interested in serving.
When this step is more fully developed, additional selection criteria
will be added.
1.2.2 The developer identifies all those who have utilized any
version of the methodology to be developed.
In the course of Decision Making Methodology’s development, not
only will different people have utilized the Methodology but different
people will have utilized different versions of the Methodology. Each
utilization of each version probably uncovered points at which the Meth-
odology could be improved. Each potential improvement represents a
problem in the existing procedures. While some utilizers may have sim-
ply documented the problems that they uncovered, other utilizers may
have improved the Methodology by designing new procedures. Problems un-
covered and improvements made may not be common knowledge. This happens
when there are no formal lines of communication among methodologists.
This may also happen when an existing communication system is not ac-
tually used. Before a current version of Decision Making Methodology
can be produced, two types of information need to be gathered. First,
what problems uncovered in the Methodology are still unsolved. Second,
what new procedures have been designed but have not been incorporated
into the Methodology. Given this Information, developing a current ver-
sion of Decision Making Methodology could involve solving unsolved
•
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problems and/or integrating unincorporated procedures. In the absence
of a formal communication system among methodologists, this information
can only be obtained by directly contacting those who have utilized or
who are utilizing the Methodology. Before past and present utilizers
can be contacted, they must be identified. This sub-step provides the
necessary identification procedures.
1.2.3 Test the list of utilizers for completeness.
The previous sub-step produced only a partial list of utilizers.
The list is partial because the resources available for its development
were limited. If unlimited resources had been available, then an abso-
lutely complete list of utilizers could have been developed. Unlimited
resources would have permitted unlimited search. The purpose of this
sub-step is twofold: first, to provide the developer with additional
lists of utilizers; and second, to allow the developer to modify his/her
original list in any way that he/she sees fit, given the additional
lists. By providing the developer with additional lists, a wider range
of information is used in the development process. By providing the
developer with the option of changing his/her original list of utilizers,
the developer is given the chance to redirect the development process
along more relevant lines. The effectiveness of the development pro-
cess is increased as a wider range of information is used in the process
and as the developer is allowed to use his/her intuitive and judgemental
powers to redirect the process along lines that carry a higher degree of
personal commitment and relevance.
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Gaps are points at which there are breaks or interruptions in
the continuity of Decision Making Methodology. The Methodology is fully
developed when it is gap free. Each successive version of the Method-
ology should contain fewer and fewer gaps. This sub-step provides for
identifying the gaps that have been uncovered and which are still un-
filled. This list represents some of the improvements that can be made
in developing a current version of the Methodology.
1.2.5 Test the list of gaps for completeness.
The previous sub-step produced only a partial list of gaps. The
list is partial because the resources available for its development were
limited. If unlimited resources had been available, then an absolutely
complete list of gaps could have been developed. The purpose of this
sub-step is twofold: first, to provide the developer with additional
lists of gaps ; second, to allow the developer to* modify his/her original
list in any way that he/she sees fit, given the additional lists. By
providing additional lists, a wider range of information is used in the
development process. By providing the option of changing his/her ori-
ginal list of gaps, the developer is given the option of redirecting the
development process along more relevant lines.
53
1.2.6 Further develop the Methodology by filling the most crit-
ical unfilled gaps.
^ current version of Decision Making Methodology is produced by
filling some of the gaps that have been identified in the previous two
steps. The gaps to be filled are those that are both crucial and unclear.
A gap is crucial if its existence seriously limits the effectiveness of
the Methodology. A gap is unclear if it does not clearly imply the pro-
cedures necessary to fill it. This step provides procedures for identi-
fying and filling those gaps that are both crucial and unclear.
1.2.7 Evaluate.
The purpose of this sub-step is to determine if the six previous
sub-steps have been effective. If sub-steps 1.2.1 through 1.2.6 have
been effective, then a current version of Decision Making Methodology
will have been produced. If a current version of the Methodology has
not been produced, then the above procedures are assumed to be inade-
quate. At present, no specific procedures have been developed for im-
plementing this sub-step. When this sub-step is more fully developed,
it will not only provide for determining the effectiveness of the pre-
vious six sub-steps but it will also provide for the redesign of those
sub-steps that are found to be ineffective or for the reimplementation
of those sub—steps that were applied incorrectly.
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Decision Making Methodology is built to be used. However, before
the Methodology can be used, it must be made available to those who need
it. In other words, the Methodology must be disseminated. This step
provides the necessary dissemination procedures. Dissemination is often
confused with advertising or with public relations. Both public relations
and advertising involve convincing as many people as possible that they
need to utilize a particular product. In many cases, the people are
matched to the wrong products. In public relations and advertising, the
consumer is simply exposed to existing products rather than being pro-
vided the products that the consumer believes that he or she needs. Dis-
semination, as the term is used here, does not involve either public re-
lations or advertising. The procedures do not involve making people like
products that they would dislike if outside pressure were not applied.
Dissemination, as here defined, involves meeting a consumer’s needs as
defined by that consumer. This is done by providing the consumer with a
particular product—in this case, Decision Making Methodology.
1.3.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
This sub-step consists of a reasonably operational set of pro-
cedures for deciding how to use the resources that are available for dis-
seminating Decision Making Methodology. Usually there are only limited
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resources available for implementing these procedures. Therefore, the
application of these procedures must be carefully planned if major prob-
lems of effectiveness and efficiency are to be avoided. Planning does
not necessarily eliminate these problems, but it can very definitely
minimize them. At present, specific planning procedures have not been
developed. When such procedures are developed, this sub-step will not
only provide for choosing, which dissemination procedures can be applied
within the available resources, but also for evaluating and modifying
the chosen procedures if they are considered to be working poorly during
actual implementation.
1.3.2 Choose the Methodology to be disseminated.
In this sub-step, the methodology to be disseminated is chosen.
This selection can be based on the interests and capabilities of a meth-
odologist and/or the needs of the population that the methodologist is
interested in serving. When this step is more fully developed, addition-
al selection criteria will be added. For the purposes of this discussion
it will be assumed that Decision Making Methodology will have been chosen
Decision Making Methodology is built to solve a class of prcb
leins. A class of problems is a grouping of individual problems.
In the
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case of Decision Making Methodology, its problem class is a grouping of
all non-programmed decision making problems. All of the individual prob-
lems within the problem class share certain characteristics and the class
itself may be defined through the use of these shared characteristics.
The Methodology’s procedures are designed to deal with the shared charac-
teristics of its class of problems. If the Methodology is effective,
then an individual problem from within the class of problems will be
solved by applying the Methodology’s procedures to that problem. The
Methodology should not be disseminated to someone who is interested in
solving problems that are outside the class of problems that the Method-
ology has been built to solve. However, before the disseminator can iden-
tify to whom the Methodology should be disseminated, the disseminator
must first define the class of problems that the Methodology has been
built to solve. This sub-step provides the necessary identification pro-
cedures .
1.3.4 Develop a list of potential utilizers of the Methodology.
The purpose of this sub-step is to identify those people who are
interested in solving the type of problem that the Methodology has been
built to solve. These people represent potential utilizers of the Meth-
odology. The Methodology will be disseminated to the most appropriate
potential utilizer.
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Not everyone who is interested in using Decision Making Method-
ology can use it effectively. It would be unwise to disseminate the
Methodology to anyone who would be unable to use it once they had it in
their possession. Effective utilization requires certain prerequisites.
These prerequisites may be expressed as concepts that the potential util-
izer must find desirable. This sub-step provides for identifying and de-
fining the concepts that a disseminator believes are needed for effective
utilization of the Methodology. The Methodology will be disseminated to
the person who finds the chosen concepts most desirable.
1.3.6 Determine the degree to which the Methodology will solve the
problems of the potential utilizer.
In the previous sub-step, the most appropriate potential utilizer
was identified. In this step, the chosen potential utilizer is allowed
to determine for him/herself whether or not the Methodology can solve the
problems that he/she is interested in solving. This determination is
made by examining the Methodology in the light of the problems to which
it will be applied. The potential utilizer must be certain that the
Methodology will work. It makes little sense to disseminate the Method-
ology to one who is not convinced of its utility. This sub-step places
the power of final acceptance in the hands of the potential utilizer and
not in the hands of the disseminator or any other outside agent.
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Decision Making Methodology can be utilized in many ways. A
person could negotiate for an application of the Methodology. A person
could learn the Methodology and then apply it him/herself. The way in
which the Methodology is to be utilized should be determined by the po-
tential utilizer and not by the disseminator. This sub-step provides
for determining how the potential utilizer would like to utilize the
Methodology and then cycling the potential utilizer to those activities
that will provide any necessary prerequisite skills.
1.3.8 Evaluate.
The purpose of this sub-step is to determine if the seven previous
sub-steps have been effective. If sub-steps 1.3.1 through 1.3.7 have been
effective, then Decision Making Methodology will have been properly dis-
seminated. If the Methodology has not been disseminated properly, then
the above procedures are assumed to be inadequate. At present, no spe-
cific procedures have been developed for implementing this sub-step.
When this sub-step is more fully developed, it will not only provide for
determining the effectiveness of the previous seven sub-steps but it will
also provide for the redesign of those sub-steps’ that are found to be in-
effective or for the reimplementation of those sub-steps that were applied
incorrectly.
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In this sub-step, a person is taught how to apply Decision Making
Methodology. Such training is provided for three reasons. The first
reason is that of cost. It is less expensive to apply the Methodology
yourself than it is to hire a methodologist to apply the Methodology for
you. In fact, a methodologist’s services may be well beyond the finan-
cial capabilities of quite a large number of people. However, the costs
of being instructed in the use of a particular Methodology may be much
less prohibitive. Therefore, providing for Methodological training in-
creases the number of people who can make use of the Methodology. The
second reason is that of completeness. A complete Decision Making Meth-
odology is one that is fully operational one which has every procedure
necessary for its implementation stated in terms of directly observable
behaviors or states. If Decision Making Methodology were complete, then
a person wishing to apply it would not require any prior training. Ap-
plying a complete Decision Making Methodology simply means reading and
carrying out the Methodology's procedures exactly as they are stated.
However, Decision Making Methodology is not complete. Some of the pro-
cedures necessary for implementing the Methodology have not been devel-
oped. Therefore, a student will most likely not be able to learn how to
apply the Methodology by simply reading its procedures. Because Decision
Making Methodology is incomplete, its application may call for the design
of new procedures. This is a special skill that most students will lack
due to inexperience. However, this skill can be fostered through
the
interaction with an experienced Methodologist. Methodological training
provides An opportunity for this interaction. The third reason
is that
of foundations. Knowing the Methodology's procedures
provides a foundation
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for utilizing the Methodology in ways other than straight application.
Three such ways are dissemination, further development, and testing.
Dissemination involves making the Methodology available to those
who need it. If a disseminator knows what "it" is, he/she can dissemin-
ate the Methodology more effectively. Further development involves the
design of new procedures. If one has an understanding of the existing
procedures, then he/she will be in a better position to understand what
additional procedures are needed. Testing involves applying the Method-
ology in a controlled fashion for the purposes of either evaluation or
experimentation. Testing obviously implies prior understanding. Thus,
training in how to apply the Methodology is provided because it increases
the number of persons who can use the Methodology, offers an opportunity
for interacting with experienced methodologists for the purpose of learn-
ing the procedures of the Methodology as well as learning how to design
new procedures; and finally, training lays a foundation for utilizing the
Methodology in ways other than straight application.
1.4.1 Plan the application of this step.
The purpose and procedures of this step are essentially the same
as the purpose and procedures of sub~step 1.3.1. Both sub-steps involve
mapping out the implementation of a particular major step in the Method
ology. In sub-step 1.3.1, the dissemination of the Methodology is planned.
In this 3ub-step, the preparation of the methodologist is planned.
Since
a rationale has already been presented for step 1.3.1, an additional
ra-
tionale will not be presented here.
61
In this sub-step, the methodology to be taught is chosen. For
the purposes of this discussion, it will be assumed that Decision Making
Methodology will have been chosen. This selection can be based on the
interests and capabilities of a methodologist and/or on the needs of the
population that the methodologist is interested in serving. When this
step is more fully developed, additional selection criteria will be used.
1.4.3 Develop a current version of the Methodology (refer to
step 1.2, Develop a current version of the Methodology).
The extent to which Decision Making Methodology can be applied
effectively depends on how complete it is. A complete Methodology is
easy to apply because all the procedures necessary for its implementa-
tion will have been developed. At this stage of development, Decision
Making Methodology is not absolutely complete. However, an absolutely
complete Decision Making Methodology can be developed by drafting suc-
cessive versions, each of which is more complete than the previous ver-
sions. This sub-step provides for developing a current, more complete
version of the Methodology. This is the version that will be taught to
students. In so doing, students will be learning the Methodology in a
state of development that is as complete and therefore as effective.
as
possible, given the resources available for development and
teaching.
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1.4.4 Select the group to whom the Methodology will be taught.
Theoretically, Decision Making Methodology could be taught to
anyone who is involved in or effected by the process called decision
making. However, a great many people fall into these two categories.
Anyone who makes or is effected by decisions is a potential student
—
a potential methodologist. The Methodology can be taught to everyone
who is interested in learning it when there are unlimited resources
available for teaching. However, when there are limited resources avail-
able for teaching, the Methodology can be taught to only a segment of
those who might be interested in this learning. Because the resources
available for teaching are usually limited, some students will have to
be turned away. Limited resources imply limited teaching. This sub-
step provides procedures by which the methodologist will select the group
to whom the Methodology will be taught. Although the selection process
is operational, it is by no means rigid. The selection criteria are not
predetermined; the identification of selection criteria is a dynamic pro-
cess. Every time Decision Making Methodology is taught, the teaching
methodologist is free to develop his/her own selection criteria. The
teaching methodologist is also free to let students choose the selection
criteria. Thus, the selection of students is flexible but operationally
defined none the less.
1.4.5 Determine the needs of the learning group.
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Everyone wishing to apply Decision Making Methodology need not
know the same things. Some procedures may be more appropriate than
others. The procedures to be taught depend on how the Methodology is
to be applied. When Decision Making Methodology is more fully developed,
it will have different procedures for dealing with individual decision
makers and for dealing with group decision makers. If the student was
planning to use the Methodology in a situation in which only groups
were Involved, then the procedures for dealing with individual decision
makers may be inappropriate and possibly should not be taught. At pre-
sent, Decision Making Methodology has different procedures for dealing
with situations in which there are large amounts of resources available
for making decisions and for situations in which there are small amounts
of resources for making decisions. If the student wished to apply the
Methodology in a small resource situation, then that student’s learning
should be focussed on those procedures that have been developed for those
situations. This sub-step provides procedures by which the student iden-
tifies the situation in which he/she would like to apply the Methodology.
Using this determination, the teaching methodologist will identify what
procedures the student needs to learn in order to apply the Methodology
in that particular situation. When a student cannot specify the situa-
tion in which he/she would like to apply the Methodology, it may not be
obvious what procedures he/she should be taught. In this case, all the
Methodology's procedures may have to be taught.
1.4.6 Develop a teaching purpose which is specific to the needs
of this particular learning group.
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In the previous step, the needs of the learning group were iden-
tified. In this step, a purpose is drafted that describes how these
needs are to be met. The purpose states what the students should be able
to do once the preparation program is completed. A purpose must be de-
sirable to the person holding it. If not, the purpose is unacceptable
and needs to be revised or discarded. If the purpose around which a
preparation program is built is not desirable to the instructors involved,
then they might lack the motivation necessary to design and implement the
program. If the instructors lack motivation, the preparation program may
be doomed to failure because the program may never get off the ground or
it may never be completed once it is begun. The teaching purpose de-
scribes the "ends" or expected results of teaching. From this purpose,
the "means" or the materials and methods necessary for teaching can be
logically deduced.
1.4.7 Develop the teaching sequence.
In this step, the operational details of the preparation program
are identified. These details specify how the teaching purpose will be
accomplished. These details include objectives,' strategies for meeting
the objectives, and simulations. Simulations are included because *-he
learning of Decision Making Methodology may be better facilitated
when
the student is given an opportunity to actually use the
procedures that
he/she is being taught. The situation in which the procedures
are used
is one that is as similar as possible to the situation
in which the
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student hopes to apply the Methodology. A simulation provides an oppor-
tunity for the student to test his/her skill in a low risk situation.
The risk is low because a simulation is not a real application. An op-
erational preparation program will not only provide the instructor with
a clear picture of what needs to be done, but it will also permit a de-
tailed critique of the program before it is actually implemented. Once
the teaching sequence has been operationally defined, criticism can be
focussed on specific activities rather than on general characteristics.
Previous sub-steps have provided for critiquing the preparation program
at higher levels of abstraction. Two of these levels were the needs
that the program is designed to meet and the purpose that describes how
these needs are to be met.
1.4.8 Plan the implementation of the teaching sequence.
Once the preparation program has been operationally defined, its
implementation needs to be planned. Planning provides an opportunity
for identifying and if necessary changing any of the activities in the
program that might be difficult to implement. In so doing, some poten-
tial problems can be identified and solved before they arise. This sub
step also provides for developing a decision making strategy that will
be used to solve critical problems that may arise as the program is be-
ing implemented. This strategy provides the instructor with a process
for managing his/her instruction. This management process is a way of
solving those problems that could not be anticipated. Finally,
planning
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provides for allocating the available resources to each activity in the
preparation program.
In this sub-step, the Methodology is taught to those who wish to
learn it.
The purpose and procedures of this sub-step are essentially the
same as the purpose and procedures of sub-step 1.3.8. Both sub-steps in-
volve determining the effectiveness of a particular major step in the
Methodology. In sub-step 1.3.8, the effectiveness of the major step
"Disseminate the Methodology" was determined. In this sub-step, the
effectiveness of the major step "Prepare the methodologist" is deter-
mined. Since a rationale has already been presented for sub-step 1.3.8,
an additional rationale will not be presented here.
1.4.11 Integrate the newly trained methodologist into a larger
system of methodological development.
The field of methodological development is advanced through the
professional activities of each of Its members. These activities include
utilization, development, testing, teaching, and a number of other
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options. However, at present, these options are not chosen in any sys-
tematic fashion. If there were an operational selection process, then
the field of methodological development might be advanced in a way that
better serves its clients and its practitioners. This sub-step, the
final phase in the preparation of a methodologist, provides a reasonably
operational process for selecting the activities by which a newly trained
methodologist can most effectively advance the field of methodological
development. When this sub-step is more fully developed, it will also
include procedures for establishing and maintaining a communication sys-
tem among methodologists.
This concludes the discussion of the first four major steps of
major process number one. Two major steps remain to be discussed. The
remaining major steps are 1.5, "Negotiate the decision making contract"
and 1.6, "Plan the implementation of the Methodology." As was mentioned
in the proposal besides a logical analysis, this study is also to con-
sist of an empirical field test. During the field test, the author will
apply the Methodology for a single decision maker. The last two major
steps of major process one are more important to this field test of the
Methodology than are the first four major steps of that major process.
In major step 1.5, "Negotiate the decision making contract," the
scope of the application is described. In that major step, the following
factors are decided upon: the length of the contracting period, the re-
sources to be used, the methodology to be used, and the decision makers
for whom the methodology is to be applied. Taken collectively, these
factors provide the methodologist with an overview of the work that
needs
to be done. If these factors wfere not considered, the success
of the
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application might be threatened because a methodologist would be unaware
of the unique characteristics of the application. In step 1.6, "Plan
the application of the Methodology," a strategy for applying the Method-
ology is outlined. This strategy details what sections of the Methodol-
ogy are to be applied for which decision makers at different points in
the contracting period. Having such a plan maximizes the possibility
that the Methodology will be applied practically because it minimizes
the possibility of conflicts.
Thus, it would be very difficult to apply Decision Making Method-
ology successfully if major steps 1.5 and 1.6 were not performed. Such
is not the case for major steps 1.1 through 1.4. A person experienced
in the use of Decision Making Methodology may not need to perform step
1.4, "Prepare the methodologist," prior to an application of the Method-
ology because the person will already be facile in the use of the Meth-
odology's procedures. The same is true for steps 1.3 and 1.2. In step
1.2, a current version of the Methodology is developed. If the Method-
ology is reasonably operational and has been found to be reasonably ef-
fective, there may be no need to further develop the Methodology prior
to an application unless this is the expressed purpose of the methodolo-
gist. Step 1.3 provides for the dissemination of the Methodology. Al-
though some of the procedures of that step are found in the client iden-
tification section of step 1.5, there is no need to perform step 1.3 in
its entirety unless dissemination is the primary interest of the method-
ologist. Step 1.1 is a cycling mechanism. It refers a reader to those
sections of the Methodology that are consistent with the reader’s per-
sonal desires and professional strengths. In so doing, the reader s
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experience with the Methodology is personalized rather than standardized.
If the reader is thoroughly familiar with Decision Making Methodology as
it has developed to a certain point in time, the reader may be able to
proceed directly to the appropriate sections of the Methodology, bypass-
ing step 1.1. In most cases, a person about to apply the Methodology
will have been well versed in either its procedures or in the procedures
of methodologies similar to it. In such cases, the implementation of
step 1.1 may not be needed prior to applying the Methodology.
Because of the unique importance of steps 1.5 and 1.6, they will
be discussed in slightly greater detail than steps 1.1 through 1.4. The
discussion of steps 1.1 through 1.4 was primarily concerned with the
logic of the sub—steps that have been developed to implement these major
steps. In discussing steps 1.5 and 1.6, the specific procedures that
have been developed to implement a specific sub-step will be presented
in addition to the logic of the sub-steps themselves.
1.5 Negotiate the decision making contract.
Each application of Decision Making Methodology is unique. Dif-
ferent decision makers have different amounts and types of resources for
solving different types of problems. Decision making cannot be performed
successfully unless the unique differences of each particular application
are known and are taken into account as the Methodology is being applied.
Decision makers must be identified so that the methodologist will know
who to apply the Methodology for. A decision maker's resources must
be
known so that the methodologist can determine how complex the
application
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can be. This step provides for identifying both the decision makers
and the resources that these decision makers are willing to devote to
an application of Decision Making Methodology. Once this information
is obtained, it is organized into a contract statement that is accept-
able and understandable to both methodologist and decision maker. This
contract provides the methodologist with an overview of the work that
needs to be done.
The contract also clearly delineates the responsibilities of
both methodologist and decision maker. The decision maker is responsible
for providing, if possible, the resources that he/she has stated will be
available for the application. The decision maker is also responsible
for working closely and honestly with the methodologist during the appli-
cation. The methodologist is responsible for applying the Methodology
as completely and as effectively as possible, given the available re-
sources. The methodologist is also responsible for protecting the deci-
sion maker in his/her decision making role. The methodologist is not to
coerce the decision maker into making any decisions that would not be in
the decision maker’s best interests as those interests are defined by
the decision maker. The Methodology cannot prevent coercion. However,
the contract provides the decision maker with the option of nalting the
application if he/she feels that coercion is in fact going on.
The purpose and procedures of this sub-step are essentially
the
same as the purpose and procedures of 1.4.1. Both
sub-steps involve
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mapping out the implementation of a particular major step in the Method-
ology. In sub-step 1-4.1, the preparation of a methodologist is mapped
out. In this sub-step, the negotiation of a decision making contract, is
mapped out. Since a rationale for sub-step 1.4.1 has already been pre-
sented, an additional rationale will not be presented here.
1.5.2
Develop a list of potential clients.
A decision making contract cannot be negotiated without a client.
This sub-step provides for compiling a list of potential clients for whom
the Methodology might be applied. From this list, the most appropriate
client will be chosen.
1.5. 2.1 Identify all those who have needs which the Methodology may
meet. At this point, the methodologist may want to refer
to parts of step 1.3, "Disseminate the Methodology," espe-
cially 1.3.3, "Define the class of problems that the Meth-
odology solves," and 1.3.4, "Develop a list of potential
utilizers," in order to develop additional rules and proce-
dures for the identification of potential clients.
1.5. 2. 2 Identify all those who have actively sought out the method-
ologist for the purpose of having the Methodology applied.
1.5. 2.3 Identify all those who have been referred to the methodolo-
gist as potential clients.
1.5. 2. 4 Combine all the above lists into a single list of
potential
clients
.
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1.5.3 Test the list of clients for completeness.
The purpose and procedures of this sub—step are essentially the
same as the purpose and procedures of sub-step 1.2.5. Both involve pre-
senting the decision maker with additional information that may point up
changes the decision maker may want to make in what has already been
done. In sub-step 1.2.5, the decision maker is provided with an addi-
tional list of gaps which he may consider in deciding what improvements
are to be made in the Methodology. In this sub-step, it is provided
with an additional list of clients that may want the Methodology applied
Because a rationale for sub-step 1.2.5 has already been presented, an ad
ditional rationale will not be presented here.
1.5. 3.1
1.5. 3.
2
1.5. 3.
3
1.5. 3.
4
1.5. 3.
5
1.5. 3.
6
1.5. 3.
7
Repeat the dissemination process in part or in full.
Consult those for whom the Methodology has been applied in
the past in order to identify potential clients.
Have other methodologists in the same area identify poten-
tial clients.
Determine if the Methodology can logically proceed or fol-
low the application of any other methodology and then con-
sult with those for whom these "other” methodologies have
been applied in order to identify potential clients.
Consult methodologists in other areas.
Perform any other appropriate test(s) of completeness.
Develop a single list of potential clients.
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Some decision makers may be more appropriate clients than others.
However, appropriate decision makers cannot be identified in the absence
of some set of selection criteria. Appropriateness is defined from the
perspective of the person applying the Methodology—i.e.
,
the methodolo-
gist. For example, a methodologist may want to apply the Methodology
for a certain type of decision maker such as principals of alternative
schools. Another example would be a methodologist only wanting to apply
the Methodology for decision makers who have had certain types of experi-
ences or who possess certain types of knowledge, such as those who have
worked in computer technology. This sub-step provides procedures by
which the methodologist can generate the necessary selection criteria.
1.
5.4.1
Operationally define the concept MA completely successful
application of Decision Making Methodology.
1.5.5 Test the list of criteria for completeness.
A rationale for testing the completeness of a given list of items
has already been presented.
1.5. 5.1 Review all successful and unsuccessful applications of the
Methodology.
1.5.5.
2
Review the rationale for the Methodology’s development.
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1.5. 5. 3 Review the most current version of the Methodology.
1.5. 5.4 Review the product definition of the Methodology’s purpose.
1.5. 5. 5 Have other methodologists define the concept.
1.5. 5. 6 Have other methodologists perform the tests of completeness.
1.5. 5. 7 Develop a list of concepts that are critical to the success-
ful implementation of any methodology. Refer to steps
1.3. 5.1, 1.3. 5. 2, and 1.3. 5. 3.
1.5.6 Choose the most appropriate client (s).
At this point, the methodologist has a list of selection criteria
and a list of decision makers for whom the Methodology might be applied.
In this sub-step, the methodologist will select the decision maker (s) for
whom he/she will apply the Methodology. Although no procedures have been
developed for the implementation of this sub-step when such procedures
are developed, they will provide a process for measuring each potential
client against the most critical selection criteria.
1.5.7
Develop a contract statement.
Once an appropriate decision maker has been chosen, the scope of
the work needs to be defined. This definition is not developed all at
once; it is developed gradually. Developing a contract statement is the
first step. Developing an operational plan for implementing the Method-
ology completes the defining process. An operational plan for
implementing
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the Methodology will be developed in the next major step, 1.6, "Plan the
implementation of the Methodology." In this sub-step, a contract state-
ment is developed that provides the methodologist with a broad overview
of the work to be performed. The specifics of the job come from the de-
cision maker. Thus, the contract statement protects the interests of
the decision maker by having him/her, and not the methodologist or any
other outside agent, identify the parameters of the job to be performed.
The contract statement should include the following information:
1.5. 7.1 The name of the contract decision maker.
1*5. 7. 2 The area(s) of concern where the Methodology will be applied.
1.5. 7. 3 The decision makers for whom the Methodology will be applied.
Decision makers should be those individuals who have primary
responsibility for meeting needs within the chosen area of
concern.
1.5.7. 4 The resources to be utilized.
1.5. 7. 5 The Methodology to be employed.
1.5. 7. 6 The time period within which the work will be done.
1.5.8 Evaluate.
The purpose and procedures of this sub-step are essentially the
same as the purpose and procedures of sub-step 1.4.10. Both sub-steps
involve determining the effectiveness of a particular major step in the
Methodology. In sub-step 1.4.10, the effectiveness of the major step
"Prepare the methodologist" was determined. In this sub-step, the
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effectiveness of the major step "Negotiate a decision making contract'
is determined. Since a rationale has already been presented for sub-
step 1.4.10, an additional rationale will not be presented here.
is provided for so that Decision Making Methodology can
be applied practically
. Decision Making Methodology is a very complex
set of procedures. Decision makers differ in the types and amounts of
resources that they are willing to devote to an application of these pro-
cedures. Successful application requires that the Methodology’s proce-
dures be implemented as completely and as effectively as possible, given
the available resources. This major step not only provides for identify-
ing those procedures that are practical, given the available resources,
but it also provides for developing a management process by which the
chosen procedures can be modified if they are observed to be working
poorly during actual implementation.
1.6.1 Create an "application matrix."
The long form of Decision Making Methodology is a complex set of
procedures for making decisions in large resource situations. Many of
these situations will call for the Methodology to be applied for more
than one decision maker. Planning an application of the long form in-
volves identifying both the decision makers and the procedures that are
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to be used for each. The decision makers for whom the Methodology is
to be applied are identified by using the procedures of the previous
step, 1.5, "Negotiate the Decision Making Contract." In this sub-step,
the procedures to be used in applying the Methodology for each decision
maker are organized into a single application matrix. The matrix is not
fully operational because it is not absolutely complete. The matrix
could not be absolutely complete unless there were unlimited resources
for its creation. Usually the resources for creating the matrix will be
limited and for this reason the completeness of the matrix will also be
limited. As incomplete as it is, however, the matrix still provides a
much more detailed description of the work to be performed than was pro-
vided in the initial contract. As the work to be performed is described
in greater detail, not only will the methodologist have a more comprehen-
sive understanding of what needs to be done, but the decision maker will
also have a clearer understanding of what should and should not be ex-
pected.
1.6. 1.1 Along the top of the matrix, place the names of all the
decision makers involved in this application.
DM // 1, DM #2, DM #3, DM #
n
>
1.6. 1.2 Along the side of the matrix, place the names of each major
process of the Methodology:
1 V identify problems
2 V state purpose
3 V conceptualizing the ideal solution
n v
The completed skeleton should look like this:
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Process
#1
Process
n
Process
//n
1.6. 1.3 Develop each cell of the matrix by reviewing the most recent
version of the Methodology to determine what set of proce-
dures is most appropriate for that decision maker to accom-
plish the purpose of that process.
1.6.1. A Review the activities developed for each cell.
1. 6.1.5 Arrange the activities in each cell in a chronological order.
1.6.2 Arrange the activities of all cells into a single chronolog-
ical order, allocate resources and schedule the times and
dates when each activity will be carried out. These plans
are preliminary and may be changed as a result of the fol-
lowing step.
Planning requires knowing what to do and when to do it. Although
an application matrix specifies what procedures are to be used with each
decision maker for whom the Methodology is to be applied, the matrix does
not specify at what times during the contracting period each of these
procedures are to be implemented. The matrix provides the what without
specifying the when. Before the Methodology can be applied, the
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methodologist must know the decision maker’s periods of availability.
Using this information, the methodologist can determine the overall se-
quence of implementation. This sequence will specify when each of the
planned procedures are to be carried out. This sub-step provides for
developing the overall sequence of implementation.
1.6.3 Plan for decision making.
Modern decision making theory recognizes that man has limited re-
sources for solving the problems that confront him. Having limited re-
sources means that man is not capable of designing ideal solutions but is
capable of designing feasible solutions. Ideal solutions are solutions
that are designed in situations where unlimited resources are available.
Feasible solutions are those that are designed in situations where there
are limited resources. One of the aspects of an ideal solution is that
its implementation is problem free. This is possible because with unlim-
ited resources, every possible implementation problem could be identified
and worked out prior to implementation. One of the aspects of a feasible
solution is that some problems will most likely arise during its imple-
mentation. This happens because with limited resources, some implementa-
tion problems cannot be identified and worked out prior to implementation.
It is possible that critical problems, problems that may cause the solu-
tion to fail, may go undetected. Therefore, it is important that feasi-
ble solutions contain a process for identifying and solving any criticeij.
problems that may arise during implementation. Decision Making Methodol-
ogy is a solution to the problem of decision making. Unlimited
resources
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were not available for the development of the Methodology. Therefore,
the Methodology is a feasible rather than an ideal solution to the prob-
lem of decision making. Because the Methodology is not ideal, at least
not at this stage of its development, its implementation cannot be ex-
pected to be problem free. In this sub-step, a strategy is developed
for identifying and solving critical problems that may arise during an
application of the Methodology. In other words, this sub-step provides
for developing a process for managing the application. In this version
of the long form of Decision Making Methodology, critical implementation
problems are identified from the perspective of the decision maker. If
a decision maker determines that something very important that he or she
wanted to see happen during the application is in fact not happening,
then a critical problem is assumed to exist. When this sub-step is more
fully developed, additional perspectives will be used to identify criti-
cal implementation problems. These additional perspectives might include
those of the methodologist or those of the people who are being directly
effected by the decisions that are being made using the Methodology.
1.6. 3.1 Identify decision makers.
1.6. 3. 2 Identify decisions to be made by the decision makers.
1.6. 3. 3 Determine when the decisions are going to be made.
1.6. 3. 4 Identify/develop the activities which, when observed, will
provide the data needed to make the necessary decisions.
1.6. 3. 5 Develop plans for observing the activities.
1.6.3. 6 Develop plans for reporting the data through observation.
1.6. 3.7 Design the process to be used in decision making.
1.6. 3. 8 Review the decision making process.
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1.6. 3. 9 Integrate the plans for observation, plans for reporting
and the process for decision making into a cohesive plan
for decision making.
When possible, the management process that was developed in the
previous sub-step should be tested. The results of testing will indi-
cate how effective the process is. A defective management process needs
to be redesigned. If not, the effectiveness of a particular application
of Decision Making Methodology might be unnecessarily limited. This
limitation would be due to the fact that critical implementation prob-
lems, should they arise, may go unsolved because the process that was
developed for their identification and solution was inadequate.
1.6.5 Integrate the tested plan for decision making into the pre-
liminary schedule of activities (1.6.2) making any needed
adjustments in the allocation of resources or the schedul-
ing of activities.
One of the advantages of having a management process is that it
allows for ongoing modification of the procedures that have been planned
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for a given application. Ongoing modification is not possible unless
the planned procedures and the process for managing them are implemented
in an integrated fashion. Management consists of observation and correc-
tive action. The planned procedures should be observed as they are being
implemented or as soon after implementation as possible. If observation
indicates that a planned procedure is not working well, then appropriate
corrective action can be taken then and there rather than waiting until
the application is completed. The integration of planned procedures and
management process is one way of assuring that if problems do arise dur-
ing implementation, they will be addressed as rapidly as possible.
1.6.6 Evaluate.
A rationale for sub-steps equivalent to this one has already
been presented
.
Rationale for the Major Steps of Major Process 2.0:
Perform a Needs Analysis
The second major process of Decision Making Methodology is Per-
form a Needs Analysis." This major process consists of the following
seven major steps.
2.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
2.2 Determine the needs which are of concern to the decision
maker
2.3 Define the needs which the decision maker is interested
in.
meeting.
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2. A Report the definition of the need to the decision maker.
2.5 Measure the degree to which the definition of the need is be-
ing met.
2.6 Report the results of the measurement to the decision maker.
2.7 Evaluate.
At this point, a rationale will be presented for each of the
above major steps.
2.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
A rationale for steps equivalent to this step has already been
presented.
2.2 Determine the needs which are of concern to the decision maker.
The following statement is the crux of needs analysis "Who needs
what according to whom." The who are the needers or those people who
have needs that the decision maker is interested in meeting. The what
are the kinds of needs or the particular conditions that the decision
maker is interested in improving. The whom are the definers or those
who can operationally describe the need in terms that are relevant to
the decision maker. People have needs; inanimate objects do not. Needs
are identified so that the analysis can have focus. Needs must be de-
fined so that measurement can be undertaken. The who defines the target
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population. Definers also make measurement possible. They remove the
ambiguity that is normally encountered in needs analysis work. In this
step, the decision maker identifies needs, needers and definers. Using
this information, the methodologist then composes a list of need state-
ments in the form of "Who needs what according to whom." Finally, the
decision maker will put in order the need statements that make sense to
him/her. These statements contain the needs that will be defined and
measured in the upcoming steps.
2.3 Define the need which the decision maker is interested in
meeting.
Needs are usually stated ambiguously. Ambiguous need statements
are not only difficult to measure but they also hinder rather than help
the person who is interested in meeting the need. If a need is not
stated explicitly, there will be no clear indication of what must be
done to fulfill it. The chance that a decision maker will design a so-
lution that really does not meet the need is increased when the decision
maker is unsure as to what the need means. If a solution does not meet
the need it was designed to meet, then the solution may be considered
irrelevant or, at best, of limited utility. The resources consumed in
the design of such a solution can be considered wasted. A need can mean
as many different things as there are different interpreters of the
need's meaning. Only a few interpretations will be valid for a particular
decision maker. A valid interpretation is one that is equivalent to the
decision maker's own interpretation. In this step, an ambiguous need
is
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divided into its observable particulars. It is in this sense that it is
interpreted; it is in this sense that it is defined. In the previous
step, the decision maker chooses the person who is to do the defining.
This choice was made on the basis of the definer’s ability to produce
a definition that is relevant to the decision maker. So defined a need
is more clearly understood and more measurable. The decision maker may
or may not do the defining him/herself.
2.4 Report the definition of the need to the decision maker.
In this step, both the process and the results of defining a par-
ticular need are reported to the decision maker. The process of defining
consists of the procedures used as well as any problems that were encoun-
tered as these procedures were being implemented. The results of defin-
ing consist of a definer’s operational definition of a particular need.
Understanding the definition process helps the decision maker avoid put-
ting too much or too little emphasis on the results of defining because
he/she will understand the process by which the results were produced.
This understanding should minimize unrealistic expectations of what the
definition should have consisted. By presenting the definer’s defini-
tion, the decision maker is made aware of some of the need components
that can be measured in the upcoming step. The definer's definition
does not contain all possible components of the particular need because
of definer bias and also because of limited resources.
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One way in which a decision maker can determine the importance
of a given need component is to consider its present state of fulfillment.
A decision maker may be interested in meeting a component that is largely
unfulfilled. This step provides for identifying those components that a
decision maker is most concerned about meeting and then measuring the ex-
tent to which the chosen components are already fulfilled.
2.6 Report the results of the measurement to the decision maker.
In this step, both the process and the results of measurement
are reported to the decision maker. The measurement process consists of
the procedures used as well as any problems that were encountered as these
procedures were being implemented. The results of measurement consist of
a quantified description of the degree to which a particular need is pre-
sently being met. Understanding the measurement process helps the deci-
sion maker avoid putting too little or too much emphasis on the results
of measurement because he/she will understand the process by which the
results were produced. This understanding should minimize unrealistic
expectations concerning what the results should have been. By presenting
the degree to which a particular need is presently fulfilled, the
decision
maker is provided information that will help him/her to choose those
needs
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that he/she would like the Methodology applied to meet. A decision maker
may choose to meet those needs that are presently unmet.
A rationale for steps equivalent to this step has already been
presented.
Rationale for the Major Steps of Major Process 3.0:
Develop a Purpose Statement
The third major process of Decision Making Methodology is "Develop
a Statement of the Purpose." This major process consists of the following
nine major steps.
3.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
3.2 Choose what components of what needs are to be met using the
Methodology.
3.3 Develop an additional application matrix if more than one
distinct need component has been chosen.
3.4 Determine what is presently known about meeting the need.
3.5 Choose a piece of the need if it turns out to be too complex
to meet as a single unit.
3.6 Create a list of purposes that validly express the decision
maker’s intentions for meeting the chosen need.
3.7 Choose the most appropriate purpose.
3.8 Test the chosen purpose.
3.9 Evaluate.
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^ this point, a rationale will be presented for each of the
above major steps.
Each component of each need represents a potential problem to
which the Methodology could be applied. In this step, the decision maker
chooses the problems to be solved. This choice is made on the basis of
such criteria as importance to the decision maker and the degree to which
measurement indicates that the problem is already solved. It should be
stressed that the decision maker and not the methodologist chooses the
problems to be solved. This is done so that the operational details of
a given application of the Methodology will come from the decision maker
and not from any outside agent. In so doing, the decision maker is pro-
tected in his/her decision making role.
3.3 If the decision maker chooses to meet a set of need components
that cannot be logically combined into a single purpose state-
ment, then a separate application matrix is made for this de-
cision maker. The only change in the matrix will be in the
labelling of the horizontal axis (1.6. 1.2). Instead of con-
taining the names of decision makers, it will contain the
names of the need components to be met.
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It is logical to assume that a decision maker with a large amount
of resources (greater than twenty five hours, for example) available for
making decisions in a particular problem area may want to solve more than
one problem from within the problem area. Applying the Methodology for
such a decision maker is much more complex than applying the Methodology
for a decision maker who has chosen to solve only a single problem. When
a decision maker wants to solve multiple problems, additional planning
be necessary. The additional planning involves providing for devel-
oping separate solutions for each separate problem. If these additional
plans were not developed, the application of the Methodology could very
easily become hopelessly entangled. In this step, provisions are made
for developing separate solutions to each separate problem that the de-
cision maker has chosen to solve. These problems are specific procedures
from within the Methodology. These procedures are integrated into an ap-
plication matrix that is specific to the decision maker who is interested
in solving multiple problems.
3.4 The decision maker determines what is presently known about
the need which is to be met.
Modern decision making theory acknowledges that decision makers
have limited resources available for solving the problems that confront
them. The effectiveness of a decision is increased when the resources
available for formulating the decision are increased. One of the most
critical resources available to a decision maker is that of knowledge.
Knowledge is critical because i-f a decision maker chooses to solve a
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problem in a way that is inconsistent with what is already known about
solving the problem, then the solution may have negative side effects
or may fail altogether. Thus, knowledge helps a decision maker orientate
the design of a solution along more rather than less productive lines.
This step does not attempt to provide the decision maker with every bit
of information that has been amassed about solving his/her problem.
What this step does do is provide the decision maker with as much rele-
vant information as possible, given the available resources.
3.4.1 Read literature which relates to the need.
3.4.2 Talking to people whose work is involved in meeting the
need.
3.4.3 Examine actual efforts to meet the need.
3.4.4 Talk to people who are or have been effected or served by
efforts to meet the need.
3.4.5 Talk to people who at one time were involved in meeting the
need but who have discontinued their involvement.
3.4.6 Think about the need.
3.4.7 Try out tools that already exist for meeting the need.
3.5 If the above analysis indicates that the chosen need repre-
sents a very complex problem area, then choose a piece of the
original need and repeat the previous step for the chosen
piece.
91
As a decision maker's knowledge is increased, he/she may realize
that the problem is more complex than was originally thought. In this
case, the problem may have to be subdivided. Each separate piece is
then viewed as a sub-problem. This step provides for choosing a sub-
problem when the original problem Is too complex to be dealt with as a
single unit. This step also provides for determining what is known about
the sub-problem.
3.6 Create a list of purposes that validly express the
maker's intentions for meeting the chosen need.
decision
A decision maker may have more than one idea of how to solve a
problem. Each separate idea may be considered as a separate purpose.
This step provides for creating a list of purposes that are relevant to
the decision maker.
3.7 Choose the most appropriate purpose.
vant to
This step provides for choosing the purpose that is
the decision maker.
most rele-
3.8 Test the chosen purpose.
Not every purpose warrants the design of a solution to accomplish
it. The wording of seme purposes may contain inherent obstacles to the
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design, implementation or evaluation of a solution. Before a solution
is designed, the purpose must meet certain criteria. These criteria
assure that a solution can and should be designed. Two of these criteria
are clarity and significance. If a purpose is unclear, a solution for
accomplishing it will be very difficult to design. A fuzzy purpose com-
plicates the design process. If a purpose is insignificant and does not
require a specific type of solution, then a solution for accomplishing
it should not be designed. Testing the purpose against such criteria is
one way of assuring that the resources remaining for the design and im-
plementation of a solution will be used as effectively and efficiently
as possible.
3.8.1 Can the chosen purpose be expanded to include other unfilled
needs? If so, expand; if not, proceed.
3.8.2 Is the purpose trivial? Is it clear that the purpose as
stated requires a specific solution? Does the purpose con-
tain sufficient qualifiers (nouns, adjectives, adverbs,
phrases, and clauses). If the purpose is trivial, revise
it until it isn't.
3.8.3 If the purpose is accomplished, will it meet the need? If
not, revise it until it does.
3.8.4 Is the decision maker committed to accomplishing this pur-
pose? If not, develop a purpose which will carry the com-
mitment of the decision maker.
3.8.5 Is the purpose ethical?
3.8.6 Is the purpose desirable? Will a solution to accomplish
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this purpose be actually used? If the purpose is not desir-
able, revise it until it is.
3.8.7 Is the purpose definable? Can it be described in terms of
directly observable behaviors or states? If not, revise it
until it is definable.
3.8.8 Is the purpose practical? Can it be accomplished within the
available resources? If not, revise it until it is practical
3.8.9 Are existing solutions insufficient? Do any solutions exist
that can accomplish the purpose? If there are either, revise
the purpose or adopt the existing solution.
3.8.10 If any of the above tests have resulted in a changed purpose,
then that purpose should be taken through all other tests
separately.
3.8.11 Have other people perform any or all of the above tests.
3.8.12 Write out the acceptable purpose.
3.9 Evaluate.
Rationale for the Major Steps of Major Process 4.0:
Conceptualize the Ideal Solution
The fourth major process of Decision Making Methodology is "Con-
ceptualize the Ideal Solution." This major process consists of the fol-
lowing eight major steps.
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4.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
4.2 Develop a preliminary list of ideal solutions.
4.3 Develop a list of usual solutions.
4.4 Develop a final list of ideal solutions.
4.5 Choose the most appropriate ideal solution.
4.6 Review the chosen ideal solution.
4.7 Confirm the ideal solution with the appropriate individuals
or groups based on law or policy.
4.8 Evaluate.
At this point, a rationale will be presented for each of the
above major steps.
4.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
4.2 Develop a preliminary list of ideal solutions.
The term ideal solution means different things to different deci-
sion makers. For some decision makers, an ideal solution is one that
uses as little resources as possible. For other decision makers, an
ideal solution is one that has been designed for situations in which
there are unlimited resources. It is important that the definition used
be valid for the decision maker. If not, the reason for conceptualizing
an ideal solution in the first place will have geen defeated. An
ideal
Ideal solutions are very rarely implemented.solution is a target.
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However, the Methodology provides for modeling the solution that will be
implemented after the ideal solution. The solution to be implemented is
called the feasible solution. The feasible solution should be as close
as possible to the ideal solution. During the design and implementation
of the feasible solution, a constant effort is made to make the feasible
solution and the ideal solution as similar as possible. The decision
maker will most likely not cooperate in this effort if the ideal solu-
tion itself is not relevant to the decision maker. The ideal solution
will not be relevant unless the definition of the term "ideal solution"
is also relevant. This step provides for developing a definition of the
concept of an ideal solution that is relevant to the decision maker. Not
only are there many different definitions of the term "ideal solution,"
but there are also many solutions that could fulfill any given definition.
Many solutions could solve a problem and use very little resources in the
process if an ideal solution is defined as one which utilizes very little
resources. Many solutions could be devised to solve a problem when there
are unlimited resources available if an ideal solution is defined as one
which operates in a situation of unlimited resources. Therefore, this
step also provides for generating solutions that are consistent with the
decision maker’s definition of an ideal solution.
4.2.1 Define the term "ideal solution."
4.2.2 Develop a list of solutions consistent with the definition.
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A usual solution is one that is feasible rather than ideal. How-
ever, a usual solution can be made ideal by modifying it in light of a
decision maker’s definition of an ideal solution. If a decision maker
believes that an ideal solution is one that utilizes as little resources
as possible, then a usual solution can be made ideal by modifying it so
that it utilizes a minimal amount of one resource or another. If a de-
cision maker believes that an ideal solution is one that is designed for
a situation in which unlimited resources are available, then a usual so-
lution can be made ideal by modifying it so that it utilizes a maximal
amount of one resource or another. By developing a set of usual solu-
tions, a decision maker is provided with the basis for expanding his/her
original list of ideal solutions.
4.3.1 Develop a list of usual solutions for this purpose.
4.3.2 Develop a list of usual solutions to similar purposes or
problems
.
4.3.3 Develop a list of solutions to problems that have nothing
to do with the original problem.
4.3.4 Combine all the above lists (4. 3. 1.6, 4. 3. 2. 5 and 4. 3. 3. 7)
into a single list of usual solutions.
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In this step, each usual solution is modified in light of the
decision maker s definition of an ideal solution. These usual solutions
made ideal are then added to the original list of ideal solutions. The
results of this step represent a reasonably complete list of ideal solu-
tions .
4.4.1 Examine each usual solution in the light of the definition
of an ideal solution.
4.4.2 Change each usual solution so that it is consistent with
the definition of an ideal solution.
4.4.3 Combine the results from above with the preliminary list of
ideal solutions (4. 2. 2. 6).
4.4.4 Test the above list for completeness using systems logic
and any other appropriate test of completeness.
4.5 Choose the most appropriate ideal solution.
All ideal solutions are not equally effective. Were they all to
be implemented, they would each solve the decision maker’s problem to
different degrees. The purpose of this step is to identify the ideal
solution that most completely solves the decision maker s problem. A
decision maker’s desires are u&ed as the basis for generating selection
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criteria. This is done because the purpose of the Methodology is "to
make decisions that are optimal with respect to the desires of a deci-
sion maker." This purpose implies that the selection criteria come from
the decision maker and not from someone else. The selection is made by
testing each of the ideal solutions against each of the decision maker's
cr^er^a * ^he complexity of testing depends on the available resources.
With unlimited resources, each of the ideal solutions could actually be
implemented. However, resources are usually limited. With limited re-
sources, less elaborate testing procedures are employed.
4.5.1 Develop the criteria on which the selection will be made.
4.5.2 Choose the alternatives to be tested.
4.5.3 Prepare the chosen alternatives for testing.
4.5.4 Choose the activities to be tested.
4.5.5 Plan for testing.
4.5.6 Implement the plan for testing.
4.5.7 Evaluate.
4.6 Review the chosen ideal solution.
It has already been mentioned that the function of an ideal solu-
tion is to serve as a target for the design of a feasible solution. How-
ever, a feasible solution may not be possible or worthwhile to design.
The design of a feasible solution will not be possible if the ideal
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solution is not clearly delineated. Designing a feasible solution re-
volves around identifying and changing an ideal solution's impractical
aspects. If the ideal is "fuzzy", its impractical aspects may not be
readily observable. Impractical aspects cannot be changed when they
cannot be identified. The design of a feasible solution may not be
worthwhile if the ideal solution has serious imperfections. An ideal
solution that is internally or externally inconsistent may be considered
to have serious imperfections. An ideal solution that is internally in-
consistent would be difficult to implement because there would be a con-
flict among its parts. An ideal solution which is externally inconsis-
tent would be difficult to implement because there would be a conflict
between itself and the environment in which it is to be carried out. If
these defects are not changed, they may be incorporated into the feasible
solution because the feasible solution is supposed to be as similar to
the ideal solution as possible. This step provides for determining if
the ideal is clear and both internally and externally consistent. If
the ideal does not meet these criteria, it will be modified until it does.
4.6.1 Inspect the solution to determine if it is developed suffi-
ciently enough so that it can be modified in light of re-
sources that are actually available for its implementation.
Such modification would make the ideal solution a feasible
solution. If the ideal is not sufficiently developed, then
repeat steps 4. 5. 3.1 and 4. 5. 3. 2.1 at this time. Ii the
ideal is sufficiently developed, simply move on.
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4.6.2 Examine the internal consistency of the ideal.
4.6.3 Examine the external consistency of the ideal.
4.7 Confirm the ideal solution with the appropriate individuals
or groups based on law or policy.
Decision makers do not operate in a vacuum. Their decisions ef-
fect their surroundings. However, a decision maker is usually less than
completely aware of his/her total environment. Rarely will the decision
maker be conscious of all the activities that are going on around him/her.
This limitation prohibits the decision maker from anticipating all the ef-
fects of implementing the solution. Some of these unanticipated effects
could be very negative. This step provides for presenting the ideal so-
lution to those who have a more comprehensive understanding of the deci-
sion maker's environment. Possible negative effects of the solution may
be more easily identified by these people than by the decision maker.
These are people to whom the decision maker norma] ly reports or with whom
he/she consults. When this step is more fully developed, it will provide
for controlling the negative effects of the solution and/or changing
those aspects of the solution that are responsible for generating
the
negative effects. In either case, the action to be taken, either
con-
trolling the negative effects cr changing those solution
activities that
generate the negative effects, would be chosen by the
decision maxer.
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4.8
Evaluate.
Rationale for the Major Steps of Major Process 5.0:
Design the Actual Solution
The fifth major process of Decision Making Methodology is "Design
the Actual Solution." This major process consists of the following ten
major steps.
5.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
5.2 Arrange the parts of the ideal solution into the order in
which they will be worked on.
5.3 For the first/next part, state the part's purpose.
5.4 Identify the resources that are actually available to imple-
ment this part.
5.5 Develop feasible alternatives to the ideal part.
5.6 Choose the most appropriate feasible alternative.
5.7 Repeat the above steps until there is a feasible alternative
to each part of the ideal solution.
5.8 Review the feasible solution.
5.9 Confirm the feasible solution with the appropriate individuals
or groups based on law or policy.
5.10 Evaluate.
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At this point, a rationale will be presented for each of the
above major steps.
Designing a feasible solution involves developing an alternative
to each part of the ideal solution. Each part designed should be feas-
ible rather than ideal. The design process can be very complicated due
to the fact that ideal solutions are usually composed of more than one
part. Each ideal part represents a separate design task. In order to
avoid confusion and the possible waste of resources, alternatives are
designed for one part at a time. In this step, the parts of the ideal
solution are arranged in the order by which feasible alternatives will
be designed for them.
5.3 For the first (next) part, state the part's purpose.
Not only does the ideal solution have a purpose, but each of its
component parts also have a purpose. The accomplishment of the purpose
of each part enables the accomplishment of the overall purpose of the
solution itself. Because a part's purpose describes what the part is
supposed to do, the purpose may serve as a guide for the generation of
alternative parts. Only alternatives that accomplish the part's purpose
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should be considered. This step provides for identifying a part’s pur-
pose. In subsequent steps, this purpose will be used to generate alter-
native parts.
The issue of resources is a critical difference between an ideal
and a feasible solution. There are limited rather than unlimited re-
sources available for the implementation of a feasible solution. This
implies that resource constraints should be considered in the design of
feasible solutions. In this step, resource constraints are identified.
In subsequent steps, these same resource constraints are used as para-
meters for the design of a feasible solution.
5.5 Develop feasible alternatives to the ideal part.
The purpose and procedures of this step are essentially the same
as the purpose and procedures of step 4.3. In step 4.3, usual solutions
are designed. In this step, feasible solutions are designed. Feasible
solutions and usual solutions are essentially the same. Both feasible
and ideal solutions are consistent with the available resources. Be-
cause a rationale for step 4.3 has already been presented, an additional
rationale will not be presented here.
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5 . 5.1 Write down all the things that you would need to accomplish
the purpose of the part.
5 . 5.2 Write down all the things that if you did not have might
cause you to fail to accomplish the purpose of the part.
5 . 5.3 Write down all the things that you would be actually using
if you were accomplishing the part’s purpose.
5 . 5.4 Write down all the unusual things that you might use to ac-
complish the purpose of the part.
5 . 5.5 Write down all those things that have nothing to do with
your accomplishing the purpose of the part.
5 . 5.6 Test the above list for completeness.
5 . 5.7 Review each alternative developed above in light of the re-
sources actually available to make sure that the alternative
is feasible.
5.6 Choose the most appropriate feasible alternative. (Refer to
step 4 . 5 .)
The purpose and procedures of this step are essentially the same
as the purpose and procedures of step 4.5. Both steps involve using the
desires of a decision maker to choose either the most appropriate ideal
solution, as is done in step 4.5, or the most appropriate feasible solu-
tion, as is done in this step. Because a rationale for step 4.5 has al-
ready been presented, an additional rationale will not be presented here.
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5.6.1 Develop the criteria on which the selection will be made
(4.5.1).
5.6.2 Choose the alternatives to be tested (4.5.2).
5.6.3 Prepare the alternatives chosen for testing by developing
the activities of each alternative part (4. 5. 3. 2. 2).
5.6.4 Choose the activities to be tested (4.5.4).
5.6.5 Plan for testing (4.5.5).
5.6.6 Implement the plan for testing (4.5.6).
5.6.7 Evaluate (4.5.8).
5.7
Repeat the above steps until there is a feasible alternative
to each part of the ideal solution.
This step provides for recycling the decision maker back through
the two previous steps until a feasible alternative has been designed
for each part of the ideal solution. This is done so that all essential
parts of the ideal solution have feasible alternatives designed for them.
If this were not done, the feasible solution would be incomplete and for
this reason may fail when it is actually implemented.
5.8
Review the feasible solution.
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In this step, the feasible solution is examined to make sure that
there is no conflict among its parts or within its parts and between the
whole solution and the environment in which it will be implemented. This
is done in order to identify characteristics -of the solution that might
make it difficult to implement. When this step is more fully developed,
it will provide for resolving any serious internal or external conflict
that might be uncovered.
5.8.1 Examine the internal consistency (4.6.2).
5.8.2 Examine the external consistency (4.6.3).
5.9 Confirm the feasible solution with the appropriate individuals
or groups based on law or policy.
The purpose and procedures of this step are essentially the same
as the purpose and procedures of step 4.7. Both steps involve having
others who possess a more comprehensive understanding of the decision
maker’s environment review the solution in order to identify any pos-
sible negative effects that may result from the solution's implementa-
tion. Because a rationale for step 4.7 has already been presented, an
additional rationale will not be presented here.
5.10 Evaluate.
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Rationale for the Major Steps of Major Process 6.0:
Pl^a the Implementation of the Solution
The sixth major process of Decision Making Methodology is "Plan
the Implementation of the Solution." This major process consists of
the following nine major steps.
6.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
6.2 Arrange the parts of the feasible solution into the order in
which they will be worked on.
6.3 Choose the first/next part to be worked on.
6. A Develop the activities which are necessary for the part to
accomplish its purpose.
6.5 Review the activities.
6.6 Develop the activities which are necessary for the solution
to accomplish its purpose.
6.7 Allocate resources to the activities and confirm the alloca-
tion. Make any needed changes in the allocation.
6.8 Plan the decision making.
6.9 Evaluate.
At this point, a rationale will be presented for each of the
above major steps.
6.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
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6.2
Arrange the parts of the feasible solution Into the order In
which they will be worked on.
The purpose and procedures of this step are essentially the same
as the purpose and procedures of step 5.2. In step 5.2, parts of the
ideal solution were sequenced so that a feasible alternative could be
designed for each part. In this step, the parts of a feasible solution
are sequenced so that the activities necessary to implement each part
can be developed. Thus, both steps involve sequencing the parts of a
solution so that further design can be undertaken. Because a rationale
for step 5.2 has already been presented, an additional rationale will
not be presented here.
6.3
Choose the first (next) part to be worked on.
In this step, the decision maker chooses the feasible part for
which he/she would like to design implementation activities at this time.
6.4
Develop the activities which are necessary for the part to
accomplish its purpose.
The success of a feasible solution is dependent in part upon the
successful implementation of its component parts. If a part fails, the
solution may also fail. The purpose of this step is to develop a
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reasonably complete list of activities for implementing a particular
part of the feasible solution. Viewed collectively, these activities
represent a set of instructions. These instructions are designed to
minimize the guess work that may be involved in the implementation of
a particular part. However, this list of activities does not guarantee
problem free implementation. Problem free implementation cannot be ab-
solutely guaranteed because the list of activities may be incomplete.
This incompleteness may be due to decision maker bias and limited re-
sources. The list’s incompleteness may or may not be a weakness, de-
pending upon what is missing. If a critical activity is missing, the
list is critically incomplete. This step provides for testing the com-
pleteness of the decision maker's list of activities for implementing a
particular part of the ideal solution. Testing the completeness involves
putting the decision maker in contact with lists of activities that he/
she may not have considered. The decision maker is then allowed to make
any changes in the original list that he/she thinks are warranted, given
this new information.
6.4.1 Write down all the ways that you could accomplish this pur-
pose.
6.4.2 Write down all the ways that you could fail to accomplish
this purpose and then state them positively so that there
are ways of accomplishing the purpose.
6.4.3 Imagine yourself actually accomplishing the purpose; write
down what you are doing.
6.4.4 Write down all the unusual ways of accomplishing the purpose.
6.4.5 Write down all those things that have nothing to do with
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your accomplishing the purpose and then consider whether or
not you want to add them to your list.
6.4.6 Combine all the above responses into a single list of ac-
tivities.
6.4.7 Test the list for completeness.
6.5 Review the activities.
This step is a quality control mechanism. Its purpose is to
identify and correct critical imperfections in the list of activities
that has just been developed for implementing a particular part of the
feasible solution. A critical imperfection is some characteristic of
the activities that would make them, and therefore the part difficult
to implement. The list may be imperfect for reasons such as: the ac-
tivities are improperly sequenced, transitional activities are missing,
the activities are ambiguous, or the activities are impractical. An
impractical activity is one that is beyond the capabilities of the per-
son expected to perform it. An ambiguous activity is one that does not
clearly indicate what must be done to perform the activity. Transi-
tional activities enable a decision maker to move smoothly from one ac-
tivity to the next. If the activities are not sequenced, a person will
be unaware of what activity to perform first, what activity to perform
second, third, fourth, etc. Thus, the list of activities may have to
be revised for reasons of sequence, completeness, clarity, or
practicality.
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6.5.1 Arrange the activities in a chronological order.
6.5.2 Examine each activity separately.
6.5.3 Examine the whole list of activities to make sure that
there is a logical flow from one activity to another.
6.5.4 Examine the first and last activities on the chronological
list to determine whether or not they are in fact the first
and last (anchoring) activities.
6.5.5 Look at each activity against its part’s purpose and deter-
mine if any other activities could/should be added in order
to maximize the accomplishment of the part's purpose.
6.5.6 Review the internal consistency of the activities for that
part.
6.5. 6.1 By inspection.
6. 5. 6.
2
By testing.
6.5.7 Review the external consistency of the activities.
6. 5. 7.1 By inspection.
6. 5. 7. By testing.
6.5.8 Make any needed changes in the list of activities based on
the review.
6.6 Develop the activities which are necessary for the solution
to accomplish its purpose.
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This step provides for cycling the decision maker back through
the three previous steps until implementation activities have been de-
signed for each part of the feasible solution. Then the activities for
implementing each part are integrated into a single list of activities
for implementing the solution as a whole. This provides the decision
maker with a single list of activities for implementing the solution.
6.6.1 Repeat the above steps for each part (recycle to step 6.3).
6.6.2 Integrate the activities of each part into a single list
of activities.
6.7 Allocate resources to the activities and confirm the alloca-
tion. Make any needed changes in the allocation.
In this step, the resources available for implementing the solu-
tion are divided among each of the solution's activities. This will
help the decision maker to identify those activities that are imprac-
tical. This should also help the decision maker determine if he/she has
more resources than he/she needs to solve the problem. Excess resources
can be used somewhere else; perhaps on some other problem that is of
concern to the decision maker.
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6.8 Plan for decision making.
One cannot assume that the solution will be implemented in a stat-
ic environment. One can also not assume that the planned activities are
fail safe. What one can assume is that problems will most likely arise
during implementation, and should these problems be critical, they will
have to be solved if the solution is to be successful. Thus, a manage-
ment component may have to be built into the solution. A management com-
ponent permits corrective action to be taken during implementation. The
effectiveness of a management component can be maximized if the component
is designed and tested prior to its utilization. A decision maker is put
at an obvious disadvantage if he/she attempts to solve an implementation
problem through the use of a management component that may have unidenti-
fied and uncorrected weaknesses. This step provides for the design and
testing of a management component. The design process addresses itself
to what is believed to be the critical questions of management. These
questions are: Who are the decision makers who are responsible for mak-
ing corrective decisions? What corrective decisions will most likely
have to be made? When will these corrective decisions occur? How will
the data necessary to make these corrective decisions be gathered, re-
ported and used? The answers to these questions describe what the man-
agement component should do and who it should serve. Just as the solu-
tion cannot be considered fail safe, so to the effectiveness of the man-
agement component cannot be absolutely guaranteed. Therefore, the manage-
ment component should be tested and revised if necessary. This step also
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provides for testing and debugging. In the final procedures of this step,
the management component is tested in a situation that is as close as
possible to actual implementation. The testing results are a valid in-
dicator of the management component's effectiveness. These results are
more valid than results that come from testing the component in a situa-
tion that is significantly different from the situation in which the com-
ponent will have to be used.
6.8.1 Identify the decision makers.
6.8.2 Identify the decisions that are to be made by the decision
makers
.
6.8.3 Determine when the decisions are going to be made.
6.8.4 Identify/develop the activities which, when observed, will
provide the data needed to make the necessary decisions.
6.8.5 Develop plans for observing the activities.
6.8.6 Develop plans for reporting the data gathered through ob-
servation.
6.8.7 Design the process to be used in decision making.
6.8.8 Review the decision making process.
6.8.9 Integrate the plans for observation, plans for reporting,
and the decision making process into a single cohesive plan
for decision making.
6.8.10 Test the plan for decision making by constructing data
which indicate satisfactory, unsatisfactory and grossly
deficient performance of an activity and then apply the
decision making process to make decisions, given the data.
6.8.11 Integrate the tested plan for decision making into the list
of activities (6.6) for accomplishing the purpose.
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6.9 Evaluate.
Rationale for the Major Steps of Major Process 7.0:
Implement the Solution
The seventh major process of Decision Making Methodology is "Im-
plement the Solution." This major process consists of the following three
major steps.
7.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
7.2 Carry out the activities in the order specified and within the
resources allocated to each activity. Use the plan for deci-
sion making to make any decisions necessary with respect to the
implementation of the solution.
7.3 Evaluate.
At this point, a rationale will be presented for each of the
above major steps.
7.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
7.2 Carry out the activities in the order specified and within the
resources allocated to each activity. Use the plan for deci-
sion making to make any decisions necessary with respect to the
implementation of the solution.
This step provides the ultimate test of the Methodology’s utility.
In this step, the solution is implemented and its effectiveness is ob-
served. The results of this step provide the answers to the following
116
questions. Does the Methodology really work? Has it designed a solution
that will really work or has it designed a solution that simply looks
good on paper? The answers to these questions provide the basis for eval-
uating the solution and the Methodology itself.7.3
Evaluate.
Rationale for the Major Steps of Major Process 8.0:
Evaluate
The eighth major process of Decision Making Methodology is "Eval-
uate/Reimplement the Solution." This major process consists of the fol-
lowing eleven major steps.
8.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
8.2 Return to step 4.5.1 where the criteria for an acceptable so-
lution were generated and make a list of these criteria.
8.3 Compile all data provided at the decision making points.
8.4 Review each component in light of the data provided to deter-
mine the extent to which each component has been accomplished.
8.5 Determine how many of the components have been satisfactorily
accomplished (completeness)
.
8.6 Determine if the highest priority components have been satis-
factorily accomplished (focus).
8.7 Determine the number of planned activities that were actually
implemented (efficiency)
.
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8.8 If the degree of efficiency, focus or completeness Is unsat-
isfactory, determine the cause.
8.9 Present the results of 8.5 through 8.8 to the temporary de-
cision maker to determine if a reapplication of the Method-
ology is desired or called for.
8.10 If warranted, reapply the Methodology making the changes in-
dicated in 8.8.
8.11 Evaluate.
At this point, a rationale will be presented for each of the
above majot steps.
8.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
8.2 Return to step 4.5.1 where the criteria for an acceptable so-
lution were generated and make a list of these criteria.
The reason for implementing the solution was to accomplish the
purpose that a decision maker has for solving a particular problem.
Therefore, it is logical that criteria for evaluating the effectiveness
of the solution come from the purpose itself. These criteria have al-
ready been developed and used. They were developed and used in step 4.5
to choose the most appropriate ideal solution. They were also used in
step 5.6 to choose a feasible alternative to the ideal solution. These
criteria will again be used in this major process as the basis for mak-
ing a summative evaluation of the solution's effectiveness. In this
step, the evaluation criteria are compiled.
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8.3 Compile all data provided at the decision making points.
Most of the data necessary to make a summative evaluation should
have already been gathered. This should have taken place during the
solution’s implementation. As the solution was implemented, it was also
evaluated. This constituted an "in progress" or formative evaluation.
This formative evaluation was accomplished via the solution's management
component. It was through the management component that corrective ac-
tion was or was not taken on the basis of the solution’s observed ef-
fectiveness. If the solution was not accomplishing its purpose, cor-
rective action was initiated. The data used to make these ongoing eval-
uation decisions can and should also be used to make summative evaluation
decisions.
8.4 Review each component in light of the data provided to deter-
mine the extent to which each component has been accomplished.
At this point, the critical components of the decision maker’s
purpose are examined in light of the evaluation data. The purpose of
this examination is to determine which components have and have not been
accomplished. This determination permits the effectiveness of the Meth-
odology to be measured in terms that are relevant to the decision maker,
these terms being the operational components of his/her purpose. If the
decision maker is dissatisfied, then the Methodology may be reapplied.
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Decision maker dissatisfaction may indicate that the Methodology needs
to be improved. The Methodology has procedures for such improvement.
A decision maker may want to know how many operational components
of the purpose have been accomplished. In other words, the decision mak-
er may want to know how "complete" the solution was. This determination
will be especially important to a decision maker who wants some degree of
accomplishment on many or all of the components of the purpose. In this
step, the solution's degree of completeness is determined.
8.6 Determine if the highest priority components have been satis-
factorily accomplished (focus)
.
A decision maker may want to know if the most important opera-
tional components of the purpose have been accomplished. In other words,
the decision maker may want to know how "focussed" the solution was.
This determination will be especially important to a decision maker who
considers a problem solved only if the most important components of the
purpose for solving that problem are accomplished. In this step, tne
solution's degree of focus is determined.
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A decision maker may want to know how many of the solution's
planned activities were actually implemented. In other words, a deci-
sion maker may want to know how "efficient" the solution was. This de-
termination will be especially important to the decision maker who views
the failure to implement planned activities as a sign of poor management
or inefficiency. In this step, the degree of efficiency of the solution
is determined.
8.8 If the degree of efficiency, focus or completeness is unsatis-
factory, determine the cause.
In this step, the decision maker is asked to determine if he/she
believes that the Methodology has been successfully applied. In doing
this, he/she examines the degree of completeness, the degree of focus,
and the degree of efficiency. If the decision maker believes that the
Methodology has not been successfully applied, if he/she believes that
the degrees of completeness, focus and efficiency should be significant-
ly higher than they actually are, then the decision maker may opt for a
reapplication of the Methodology. Unsuccessful application of the Meth-
odology may be due to the Methodology's generation of inaccurate data.
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Reapplication begins at the point where inaccurate data was first gen-
erated. The first step in reapplication is to identify that point. This
identification must be made because the Methodology is a systematic pro-
cess in which the results of one procedure become the raw data to be
processed in the next procedure. Thus, a procedure that generates in-
accurate data will probably cause subsequent procedures to be inaccurate
also. Procedures implemented prior to the point at which inaccurate
data was generated need not be reapplied. The procedures that generated
inaccurate data may have to be redesigned. The Methodology has steps
for the redesign of ineffective procedures.
8.8.1 The solution was poorly implemented.
8.8.2 The solution (activities and/or plan for decision making)
was poorly developed.
8.8.3 The major parts of the feasible solution were poorly de-
signed .
8.8.4 The ideal solution was incorrectly conceptualized.
8.8.5 The purpose was poorly stated.
8.8.6 The needs analysis was inadequate.
8.8.7 The preparation for the utilization of the Methodology was
inadequate.
8.9 Present the results of 8.5 through 8.8 to the temporary deci-
sion maker to determine if a reapplication of the Methodology
is desired or called for.
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In this step, the decision maker decides whether he/she wants
to and can afford to have the Methodology reapplied.
8.10 If warranted, reapply the Methodology making the changes
indicated in 8.8.
In this step, reapplication is begun starting with the procedure
at which inaccurate data was first generated.
8.11 Evaluate.
This concludes the discussion of the eight major processes of
Decision Making Methodology. Not all of the Methodology's procedures
have been presented. The procedures that were examined were those that
the author believed would enable the reader to comprehend the Methodol-
ogy as a whole. The entire Methodology is presented in Appendix Three.
The remainder of this document will treat the design and results of the
study.
CHAPTER III
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
Overview of the Chapter
The purpose of this chapter is twofold first, to describe
and justify the problem of this study; and second, to present the pro-
cedures by which this problem will be solved.
There are three things necessary to the production of an ef-
fective Decision Making Methodology. First, a definable purpose must
be developed. Decision Making Methodology has been designed to accom-
plish the following purpose: to make decisions that are optimal with
respect to a person's desires. In Chapter Two, an indepth analysis
of this purpose was presented. Thus, the first requirement for an ef-
fective Decision Making Methodology has been satisfied.
Second, the initial set of procedures for accomplishing that
purpose must be drafted and refined to the point where they can be
tested. Decision Making Methodology consists of eight major processes,
each of which has been divided into a series of major steps. A ration-
ale for and description of the major processes and major steps of
Decision Making Methodology were presented in Chapter Two. Because
the procedures have been developed to the point where they are reason-
ably operational, and can be tested, the second requirement for an ef-
fective Decision Making Methodology has been satisfied. Finally, the
Methodology's procedures must be tested to identify problems and if
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necessary, revised. Before a fully operational and completely effec-
tive Decision Making Methodology is produced, testing and revision
must be performed a number of times.
Problem of the Study
The problem of this study is to conduct the first controlled
analysis of Decision Making Methodology. This study is concerned with
the third requirement for an effective Decision Making Methodology.
This problem is a significant dissertation topic for two reasons:
1. Decision Making Methodology is a significant contribution to
the field of decision making; and
2. Such an analysis is the next logical step in the further de-
velopment of the Methodology.
In Chapter One, it was noted that the field of decision making
is an area in which theoretical rather than prescriptive approaches
are the norm. Young (1966), Michael (1973) and Hodson (1974) have
identified the need for an observable and measurable process for de-
cision making. Because the rules and procedures of Decision Making
Methodology are reasonably operational, systematic and standardized,
the Methodology represents a positive step toward filling that need.
In Chapter Two, it was mentioned that no empirical data exist
on the effectiveness of Decision Making Methodology. What does exist
is a very complex set of procedures that have been developed over
the
last two years. It would seem desirable and logical to preface
any
further development with a conscious effort to identify existing
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problems through a field test. If major problems went unidentified
and unresolved, major difficulties could arise in future applications
of the Methodology. Such a situation would hurt rather than help
those whom the Methodology has been built to serve—all decision
makers. Furthermore, development without testing is not consistent
with the tradition of disciplined and responsible inquiry which must
be done if the social sciences are to make progress.
The need for methodologies in the social sciences has been
well documented (Benedict, 1973; Coffing, 1973; and Thomann, 1973).
This need has been addressed by a number of researchers. Four dis-
sertations have already been completed in the area of methodological
development. Dr. Gene Gordon (1973) conducted the first field test
of an Evaluation Methodology that was developed by Fortune and Hutchinson.
Dr. Larry Benedict (1973) conducted a controlled analysis on a part
of that Evaluation Methodology. Dr. James Thomann (1973) conducted
the first field test of Metamethodology, which is a methodology for
building other methodologies. A colleague of Thomann' s, Dr. Richard
Coffing (1973) , has developed a methodology for the identification of
public services demanded by clients. Three other dissertations in
the area of methodological development have been completed (Brooks,
1975; Mitchell, 1975; and Rosen, 1974). Thus, in conducting the first
controlled analysis of Decision Making Methodology, this author was
able to draw upon the previous and ongoing work of others.
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Procedures Used
Having described and justified the problem of the study, the
specific procedures by which that problem will be solved should be
discussed. Before this is done, however, a critical law of research
on methodologies should be mentioned. This is the law of parsimony.
This law states that the first test of a methodology should be per-
formed under simple conditions. This is done because if the proce-
dures do not work under simple conditions, it is reasonably sure that
they will not work under more complex conditions. In following that
law, a researcher avoids spending a large amount of resources on a
complex test when a much simpler, less expensive test probably would
have turned up the same or at least many of the same problems. More
complicated tests are only warranted when simple tests have failed to
identify problems. The importance of the law of parsimony to method-
ological development has been well documented (Benedict, 1973 and
Coffing, 1973). The first controlled analysis of Decision Making
Methodology was conducted according to the law of parsimony. This
means that the study occurred in the simplest possible situation. A
simple test of Decision Making Methodology permitted much more precise
observation of the effectiveness of the methodology because a minimal
number of variables was involved.
The study was conducted in two phases. Phase I involved a
logical test of the Methodology while Phase II involved a field
test
of the Methodology in an uncomplicated situation. A logical
test was
performed first because the first test to which a methodology
can and
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should be submitted is a test for logic. In doing this, major concep-
tual problems can be identified and solved. Having done this, the
next appropriate test would be an empirical field test in which prac-
tical problems are identified. Thus, Phase II involved field testing.
This sequence is consistent with the law of parsimony because logical
or conceptual problems should be identified prior to the identifica-
tion of practical or implementation problems. To reverse this order
(to perform the field test first) would be unreasonable because both
conceptual and practical problems could surface at the same time.
For an untested methodology, the number of problems surfacing could
be large. Such a situation could very easily cause the study to be
unmanageable.
In Phase I, the author logically analyzed the entire Method-
ology. That is, he critiqued each of the Methodology's procedures in
order to identify "gaps". These are points at which there are inter-
ruptions or breaks in continuity (Benedict, 1973). Gaps were identi-
fied at the three different levels of specificity on which the Method-
ology is organized. Decision Making Methodology consists of eight
major elements; therefore, gaps were first identified at this major
element level. Second, since each element consists of major steps,
gaps were also identified at the level of major steps. Finally, each
major step consists of sub-steps and gaps were identified at this level.
Gaps can exist for the same reasons regardless of the level of speci-
ficity involved. A gap may exist because there is something missing:
an element, a major step or a sub—step. A gap may also exist because
what does exist is either poorly worded or incorrectly sequenced.
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Thus, gaps may exist for reasons of incompleteness, lack of clarity,
or poor sequence. The purpose of Phase I was to identify and fill
the most critical gaps. Gaps were filled using a process developed
by Thomann (1973). This process is Metamethodology. The purpose of
Metamethodology is to develop a methodology for any definable purpose.
Thomann' s testing of Metamethodology has indicated that it does accom-
plish its purpose when it is actually used; that is. Metamethodology
can build a methodology for a definable purpose. At this point, Meta-
methodology will be discussed. A general outline of the Methodology's
parts and workings will be provided first followed by a more detailed
analysis of those parts that were used in this study.
The procedures of Metamethodology (Hutchinson and Thomann,
1974) are organized into the following eight major processes:
1. Prepare to use the methodology.
2. Choose a problem.
3. State the purpose that will solve the problem.
4. Test the purpose to see that it is clear, desirable, practi-
cal, and that a methodology does not already exist to accom-
plish it.
5. Analyze the implications of the purpose.
6. Operationalize the purpose.
7. Design procedures.
8. Test and then revise the purpose and/or procedures if necessary.
In major process one, a person first learns how to use the
methodology and then decides how to use the resources that he/she
has available for applying the methodology. The next three
major
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processes are designed to produce a definable purpose around which a
methodology can be built. The development of a definable purpose is
essential to the development of a methodology. In Metamethodology's
second major process, a methodologist will determine the problem that
he/she is interested in solving. In major process three, a purpose
statement is drafted that will solve the chosen problem, given the
desires of the methodologist and the work that has already been done
within the problem area. In major process four, the methodologist
examines the purpose to see if a methodology can and should be devel-
oped to accomplish it. If methodological development is not warranted,
given the purpose as it is presently stated, the methodologist has
two options: either the wording of the purpose can be changed or
methodological development can be halted at this point. Methodological
development should only be continued when a purpose statement can be
shown to be definable, desirable, practical, and unaccomplished by an
existing methodology (Thomann, 1973).
Once an acceptable purpose has been developed, the methodologist
must design the procedures by which the purpose will be accomplished.
The fifth, sixth and seventh major processes of Metamethodology have
been designed to produce the necessary procedures.
In applying major process five, a skeletal outline of the meth-
odology is produced. This outline represents the first approximation
of what the fully developed methodology will look like. This outline
consists of those procedures that seem necessary to accomplish the pur-
pose. All of these procedures are suggested by or can be deduced from
130
the purpose. In other words, the procedures making up a methodology
are logical implications of the methodology’s purpose.
In most cases, the procedures produced at this point will have
to be further developed before the methodology can be actually used-
before the Methodology being developed is, in fact, the prescriptive
process that it should be. However, further development can be under-
taken on any procedure within the original outline. In order to
choose which procedure to work on some set of selection criteria must
be developed. Because methodologies are only successful insofar as
they accomplish a specific purpose, it only seems logical that the
necessary criteria be drawn from the purpose itself. The selection
criteria are produced by operationally defining the purpose in the
sixth major process of Metamethodology. Each procedure within the
original outline will most likely be concerned with different parts of
the purpose's definition. Insofar as a procedure is directly concerned
with the most critical parts of the definition, that procedure itself
may be considered critical. Also, some procedures clearly imply the
specific steps necessary for their implementation. Such procedures
can be further developed with little difficulty. However, some pro-
cedures do not clearly imply the procedures necessary for their imple-
mentation. In this case, further development is more difficult because
a procedure’s sub—steps cannot be easily deduced. Further development
is focussed on those procedures that are critical, given the definition
of the methodology's purpose and difficult, given the methodologist's
determination as to whether or not that procedure would be easy to de-
velop.
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Major process seven provides for the development of the meth-
odology to the point where it can be tested. This major process fills
out the outline that was produced in major process five. This is done
by applying to a specific part of that outline the process that was
used to develop the outline itself. The end result is the set of sub-
steps necessary to implement the methodology being developed.
A methodologist may repeat major process seven until all the
sub-steps necessary to implement every major step have been developed.
In this case, development is carried to the point at which the method-
ology represents a complete, in the absolute sense, set of procedures
for accomplishing the main purpose. In this case, the methodologist
would be essentially developing and documenting every single behavior
that would be required to utilize the methodology successfully in all
possible situations. It should be easy to visualize how time consuming
such a process would be. Such extensive development is usually not
done prior to testing. More often than not, a methodologist will make
a subjective determination as to whether or not further development is
warranted, given the resources that that development would require.
This is a type of cost benefit analysis. When costs outweigh bene-
fits, development is halted and major process seven comes to an end
for the time being.
In major process eight, the methodology is tested using either
decision or conclusion oriented research procedures. Decision oriented
research procedures involve field testing the entire methodology or a
particular section of it. The purpose of field testing is to identify
problems. The results of the field tests are used by the
methodologist
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to develop a more complete and hopefully more effective methodology.
Only when successive field tests have failed to identify problems
should conclusion oriented research procedures be applied. These pro-
cedures involve testing propositions about the methodology. In so
doing, knowledge is generated about the methodology.
Major process seven and major process eight were used during
the course of this study. Major process seven was used in Phase I,
while major process seven and major process eight were used in Phase
^ ^ this point, the specific procedures used in each phase will
be discussed.
In Phase I, each step of Decision Making Methodology was ex-
amined. Steps in which critical gaps were uncovered were redesigned.
Critical gaps were chosen on the basis of the following criteria:
1 • Interest to the author . Interest is used because this variable
controls motivation. Without motivation, it would be difficult
If not impossible for the author to complete this study.
2. Significance . This criteria is used because some gaps will be
more important than others with respect to developing a more
complete, more effective Decision Making Methodology. If this
distinction were not made, the redesign undertaken in this
phase risks triviality in that it might leave the most critical
problems unsolved.
3. Clarity . By this criterion is meant which gap is the author
most unclear about filling. Because the author has had sub-
stantial experience in the development of methodologies, he
have an innate sense of how to fill certain gaps; i.e..may
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their solution will be obvious. These gaps can be filled
M
on demand." The author should spend his time on filling gaps
that are puzzling and unclear. The gaps that were filled in
Phase I were those that were most interesting, most signifi-
cant, and most unclear.
Since a gap is a point at which new procedures are needed to
replace ones that have been found to be ineffective or incomplete, the
first step in filling the gap is to state the purpose that the new pro-
cedures will be designed to accomplish. Once this sub-purpose is
stated, the procedures necessary for its accomplishment are developed.
This is done by analyzing the sub-purpose. This analysis is designed
to identify those procedures that are implied by or can be deduced
from the sub-purpose.
When resources permitted. Dr. Hutchinson was asked to analyze
the sub-purpose to determine what procedures he thought it implied.
Dr. Hutchinson was chosen because of his background in the areas of
methodological development and decision making. When gathered, the
responses of Dr. Hutchinson were used to test the completeness of the
author’s original list of implied procedures. From a reasonably com-
plete list of implied procedures, an initial set of steps for filling
the gap was chosen.
At this point, the initial set of steps were organized into a
rational order of steps which, when implemented, would hopefully ac-
complish the sub-purpose and thereby fill the gap. The transition
from implied procedures to organized steps was made by first striking
from the original list any procedures that the author believed
are not
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needed to accomplish the sub-purpose and then combining into a single
step those procedures that seem to go together. Once this thinning
and consolidation process was finished, the remaining procedures were
arranged into a chronological sequence. The sequence was then exam-
ined to make sure that an implementor can move from one step to an-
other. This was done to make sure that there is logical flow from
one step to the next. Then the sequence was examined to determine if
it contained any serious omissions. If uncovered, such omissions were
corrected by adding additional steps.
Because Decision Making Methodology is an integrated system
of procedures, new steps must be compatible with existing steps. The
Methodology’s steps must compliment rather than contradict each other.
Thus, any new steps must be consistent internally or within themselves
and also consistent externally or with respect to the rest of the
Methodology as it has been developed at this point. The external con-
sistency of the steps was examined when the logical flow from one step
to another was scrutinized. The external consistency of the newly de-
signed steps was determined in the following two ways. First, the
sub-purpose of the new steps was examined in light of the main purpose
of the Methodology. If these two purposes are inconsistent, if the
sub-purpose does not contribute to the accomplishment of the main pur-
pose of the Methodology, then a problem was presumed to exist. If the
author judged the problem to be critical, it was solved by either re-
designing the existing steps of Decision Making Methodology or by re-
designing the new steps that have just been developed.
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The second test of external consistency involved examining
each of the new steps against each of the major steps of the Method-
ology. As with the first test of external consistency, if new and
old steps were inconsistent, a problem was presumed to exist. If the
author judged the problem to be critical, either the new or the exist-
ing steps were redesigned. A gap is not filled until the procedures
that have been designed to fill it are fully integrated into the Meth-
odology. The external consistency of new steps must be examined be-
cause it cannot simply be assumed that new and old steps will be log-
ically consistent.
In Phase II, the Methodology was field tested using major pro-
cess eight of Metamethodology. In carrying out the field test, the
author first determined what was to be field tested—the entire Meth-
odology or a certain part of it. The author chose to test the entire
Methodology because he was interested in the working of the entire
Methodology rather than the working of a particular part. Next, the
author determined the type of field test to be carried out. Since no
field testing had been done on Decision Making Methodology prior to
this study, the author decided to test the Methodology in the simplest
possible conditions. This decision is consistent with the law of par-
simony which states that the first field test of a process should be
carried out under simple conditions. The author conceptualized a
simple field test as one in which the Methodology is applied for a
single decision maker who was interested in the Methodology and who
had a positive attitude toward logical problem solving. A single de-
cision maker was chosen because individual decision makers are less
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difficult with which to work than are group decision makers. Also,
at the time of this study, procedures for working with group decision
makers had not been developed. The Methodology can also be applied
more effectively if the decision maker is interested in the Methodology.
It is much less difficult to work with a decision maker who is inter-
ested in the Methodology than with one who is relatively uninterested.
An uninterested decision maker might not respond honestly to the Meth-
odology s stimuli. Without the honest responses of the decision maker,
it would be difficult for the author to aid the decision maker in mak-
ing decisions that are optimal with respect to the decision maker’s de-
sires.
It would also be difficult to apply the Methodology for a deci-
sion maker who had serious doubts about the effectiveness of logical
problem solving. This is important because Decision Making Methodology
is a logical process. Such doubts might cause the decision maker to be
openly or covertly hostile to the Methodology and/or the author. This
hostility would seriously limit the amount of useful data that this
study would produce because it would necessitate the author explaining,
in depth, the rationale for the Methodology's purpose and procedures.
Such an explanation is important, however, in the case of an openly
hostile decision maker; such an explanation would consume a tremendous
amount of resources, leaving very little for the analysis and imple-
mentation of the Methodology. Such hostility may also cause the de-
cision maker to "invent" data that could cause the Methodology to fail
to accomplish its purpose.
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It was also decided that a simple field test would be one
which involved a decision maker who had approximately one hundred
hours available for the implementation of the Methodology. This
figure was chosen because in the author’s opinion, most of the Meth-
odology's procedures could be applied for a single decision maker
within this amount of time.
Once the nature of the field test was determined, the author
decided upon his goals for the field test. These goals were: to
identify critical gaps in the Methodology and to fill critical gaps
in the Methodology. The author then conceptualized how he might mea-
sure the extent to which these goals were fulfilled. The fulfillment
of the first goal was measured by the author asking himself if the
gaps identified were interesting, significant and unclear. As was
mentioned earlier, critical gaps are ones that met these three cri-
teria. The fulfillment of the second goal was measured by the author
examining the steps that were designed to fill a critical gap. If
the steps were reasonably complete, logically coherent and consistent
with the existing major steps of the Methodology, then the author as-
sumed that the gap had been filled.
In Phase II, the Methodology’s procedures were implemented ex-
actly as they are stated. In some cases, the procedures being imple-
mented were ones that had been redesigned in Phase I. All results were
recorded, and the most critical gaps found were filled by further de-
veloping the Methodology. The process used for selecting and filling
gaps in Phase II was the same process used in Phase I. The
author did
Ive all the problems that the field test uncovered;not attempt to so
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however, he developed solutions for the most critical ones. Unsolved
problems are noted and included in the final chapter of this document.
An exact log of all activities was kept. An entry was made
whenever the author performed an activity which was in his own subjec-
tive opinion, significant to the study. All entries made were as com-
plete and as operational as possible. The form in which entries were
made depended upon the phase of the study. During Phase I, entries
included the following components:
1. The title of the step that was logically analyzed.
2. Any gaps that were uncovered by this analysis.
3. A description of the gaps uncovered.
4. A rating of gaps uncovered against the criteria for choosing
a critical gap (i.e., is the gap interesting, significant and
unclear?)
.
5. Any redesign that was undertaken.
During Phase II, entries included a slightly different set of
components. These components were:
1. The title of the step being implemented.
2. The activities that were actually carried out.
3. If there is a difference between components one and two, this
was noted and explained.
4. The results of implementation.
5. Any problems encountered.
6. Any redesign that was carried out.
This log was used to write the remaining chapters of this docu-
ment. There are three remaining chapters. Chapter Four is devoted to
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the first phase of this study. In that phase, Decision Making Method-
ology was analyzed in order to identify gaps in its logic. The fourth
chapter contains the gaps that were identified together with any new
procedures that were developed. Chapter Five is devoted to the second
phase of the study. In that phase, Decision Making Methodology was
field tested in an uncomplicated situation. Chapter Five contains the
results of the field test, the problems encountered and any redesign
that was undertaken. The final chapter of this document—Chapter Six
—
summarizes the results of the study, states and discusses the conclu-
sions that can be drawn from these results and presents the author’s
recommendations as to some of the types of research that he believes
should be performed on the new version of Decision Making Methodology
that was developed during the course of this study.
Limitations of the Study
The purpose of this study implies its limitations. The purpose
of this study was to identify problems in Version III of Decision
Making Methodology. The limitations implied by this purpose are as
follows
:
1, This study has not demonstrated that the Methodology is prob-
lem free.
Prior to this study. Decision Making Methodology had never
been tested. In this study, both the logic and the utility of the
Methodology were examined. This examination was designed to uncover
some, but not necessarily all, of the problems that may exist in the
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present procedures. It would be Impossible to identify all the prob-
lems that may exist because theoretically, one could go on identifying
problems indefinitely. The problems identified were the ones that
could be identified, given the resources of this study. Thus, there
may exist problems within the Methodology that have not been identi-
fied during the course of this study. Many problems were identified
and the Methodology was redesigned at those points where critical
problems were uncovered. Some problems identified during the course
of this study have been left unresolved. The problems left unresolved
are those that the author believed not to be critical to the effective-
ness of the Methodology.
2« This study has not produced generalizeable knowledge.
This study has produced data that can be used by the author
and other methodologists to further develop Decision Making Methodology.
The purpose of field testing is to produce such data. Generalizeable,
universally valid knowledge was not produced. Knowledge would have
been produced if this study had been an experiment and had used con-
clusion oriented research procedures. These procedures would have
called for testing propositions about the Methodology. Conclusion
oriented research is only sensible when successive field tests have
failed to identify major problems. Because Decision-Making Methodology
has never been field tested, but has been developed to the point where
it should, this study involved field testing rather than experimenta-
tion.
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This study was conceived and carried out with the intention
of making a significant contribution to the development of an effec-
tive Decision Making Methodology. The existence of problems does not
detract from the significance of the Methodology. Besides identify-
ing problems, this study has documented the Methodology's utility in
an uncomplicated situation. In the field test, the Methodology did
accomplish its purpose; it enabled a single decision maker to make a
decision that was optimal with respect to his desires. Although a
problem free Decision Making Methodology is an ideal that is sincerely
pursued, this pursuit cannot be expected to end with the first piece
of research that is performed. Much remains to be done. Hopefully,
this study will have identified those points at which additional de-
velopment and testing are most needed. The results of the study are
presented in the remaining chapters of this document.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS OF THE LOGICAL ANALYSIS
Overview of the Chapter
In the chapter, the results of the logical analysis of Decision
Making Methodology are presented. The purpose of performing the logical
analysis was to identify gaps. Gaps are those points where there are
interruptions or breaks in the Methodology’s continuity. Some redesign
was undertaken as the logical analysis was being performed. The rede-
sign undertaken involved the development of new methodological proce-
dures to fill those gaps that the author believed to be critical to the
effectiveness of the Methodology.
It should be stressed that the purpose of the logical analysis
was to identify gaps or problems in the existing documentation of the
long form of Decision Making Methodology. The purpose of the logical
analysis was not to prove that the Methodology is problem free. A prob-
lem free Decision Making Methodology can be produced by drafting succes-
sive versions of the Methodology, each of which contains fewer gaps than
the previous version. This study has uncovered a number of gaps in the
existing procedures. The most critical gaps have been filled through
the design of new procedures. These new procedures were used to draft
a more current version of the Methodology. In so doing, it is hoped
that a more effective and more complete version of the Methodology
will
have been produced. Thus, this study represents an important step
in
the development of a problem free Decision Making Methodology.
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The existence of gaps in Version III does not detract from the
importance of developing an effective Decision Making Methodology. In
Chapter One, the importance of Decision Making Methodology was discussed
in detail. In that chapter, it was noted that leading professionals in
the area of decision making acknowledge the need for an operational de-
cision making process. Because Decision Making Methodology's procedures
are reasonably operational, they represent a useful first step in the
fulfillment of that need. In that same chapter, it was also noted that
leading professionals believe that the effectiveness of a given decision
can be substantially increased if the intuition and judgement of a deci-
sion maker are used throughout the decision making process. Decision
Making Methodology has systematic procedures for identifying and using
the intuition and judgement of a decision maker, and for this reason
Decision Making Methodology may also be viewed as a useful contribution
to the field of decision making.
This chapter is divided into eight sections—one for each of
Decision Making Methodology’s eight major processes. In each section,
the critical gaps identified in a given major process will be discussed.
Although each of Decision Making Methodology's procedures were examined
during the course of the logical analysis, only those procedures in
which a critical gap was discovered will be discussed in this chapter.
This is done because the chapter would be unreasonably long if the
author
presented the results of his analysis of each separate procedure
regard-
less of whether or not that procedure contained a critical
gap.
Each section will use the following format to discuss the
crit-
identified. First, the step or steps in which theical gaps that were
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critical gap was identified will be stated and blocked out. Second, the
gap identified will be discussed. Finally, any new procedures that have
been designed will be listed.
Some of the gaps uncovered in the Methodology were left unfilled
due to resource limitations. Unfilled gaps are discussed in the final
chapter. One of the purposes that this chapter should serve would be
to act as a guide as to what further research and development can and
should be done on Decision Making Methodology.
Gaps Identified in Major Process 1.0:
Prepare for the Utilization of the Methodology
This section is divided into five sub-sections. Each sub-section
corresponds to a particular major step within the first major process.
This section has been sub-divided because major process number one is
the most highly developed of Decision Making Methodology's eight major
processes.
Gaps Identified in Major Step 1.2 :
Develop a Current Version of the Methodology
1.2.1
Choose the methodology to be developed.
1.2. 1.1 Determine the population that the developer is
in-
terested in serving.
1.2. 1.2 Determine the methodologies that are most
needed by
that population.
1.2. 1.3 Determine the methodologies that the
developer is
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most capable of developing.
1.2.1. 4 Interface 1.2. 1.2 and 1.2. 1.3.
1.2. 1.5 Choose the methodology to be developed based on
the needs of the population and the strengths of
the developer.
1.2. 1.6 If the population has need of a methodology with
which the developer has no expertise, the devel-
oper may either attempt to learn the needed meth-
odology or he/she may call upon another methodol-
ogist who does have the expertise. If the popu-
lation has a need for which no methodology exists,
the developer may use meta-methodology to develop
a methodology to meet the need or he/she may call
upon another methodologist to develop a methodol-
ogy to meet the need.
The author found the above steps to be impractical. These steps
were considered to be impractical because they required an amount
of re-
sources that would not normally be available to a methodologist
for the
purpose of selecting the methodology he/she would like to improve.
The
above steps are also incomplete. They provide only a
single criterion
for selecting the methodology to be developed. The
criterion supplied
is the interests of a particular client group. The
above steps do not
provide for using the interests of the methodologist
as the basis for
selecting the methodology to be developed. Both
the interests of the
needs of a particular client group should
of the methodologist and the
1A6
be considered as possible selection criteria. To fill these two gaps,
the above steps were completely revised. The new procedures provided
two separate selection processes—the one to be used when the resources
are large; the other to be used when the resources are limited. When
the resources are limited, the interests of the methodologist are used
as selection criteria. When the resources are large, the interests of
a client group are used as selection criteria. There already exists a
set of procedures for determining the interests of a particular client
group. That set of procedures is the Coffing Client Demand Methodology
(Coffing, 1972). The purpose of this methodology is to determine the
services or products needed or demanded by a particular client group.
The new version of these steps provides the methodologist with the option
of using the Client Demand Methodology when there are a large amount of
resources available to choose the Methodology to be developed.
1.2.2
Choose the methodology to be developed.
1.2. 2.1 Determine the resources available for selection.
1.2. 2.2 If the resources are large, go to 1.2. 2.3. If the
resources are small, go to 1.2. 2. 4.
1.2. 2. 3 Use the Coffing Client Demand Methodology to select
the methodology to be developed.
1.2. 2. 4 Use the interests of the methodologist to determine
the methodology to be developed.
1.2.2 The developer identifies all those who have used any ver-
sion of the methodology to be developed.
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Two gaps were uncovered in the above step—the first related to
wording; the second related to practicality. This step is improperly
worded because it does not accurately convey its purpose which is to
identify those people who have had the type of contact with the method-
ology that would have resulted in the identification of the largest pos-
sible number of critical gaps. The present wording did not clearly con-
vey that purpose. This step is also clearly impractical. It is impos-
sible to identify Mall those who have utilized any version of the meth-
odology to be developed." To do so would require a tremendous amount
of information. The methodologist would have to know with absolute cer-
tainty each and every individual who has had any type of contact with
the methodology ever since its initial stages of development. Not only
would it be very costly to acquire this information but the information
itself may not be particularly useful. It may be much more economical
and much more effective to identify a reasonable number of people who
have utilized the most recent version of the methodology in a reasonably
rigorous manner. This approach would be more practical because fewer
people will have to be identified. Fewer people will have used the most
recent version of the methodology than will have used all earlier ver-
sions. This approach may also be much more effective because it should
uncover gaps that have not already been filled. Critical gaps uncovered
in earlier versions of the methodology may not exist in the latest ver-
sion of the methodology. This is possible because the most recent ver
sion of the methodology represents a compilation of the most critical
development done to date. In order to fill these two gaps, the present
step was completely redesigned. The new step together with the sub-
steps for implementing it appear below.
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1.2.3 Identify those who have had the type of contact with the most
recent version of the methodology that will most likely re-
sult in the identification of gaps.
1.2. 3.1 List the ways in which one may have contact with the
methodology.
1. 2.3.2 Choose the way that has the highest probability of
uncovering gaps.
1.2. 3.
3
Identify as many of those who have used the most
recent version of the methodology in the above way
as possible.
1.2. 3.
4
Test the completeness of this list.
1.2. 3.
5
From this list, choose the most appropriate past
utilizer (s)
.
1.2. 3. 5.1 Identify the criteria on which the selec-
tion will be made. (One may consider such
criteria as the knowledge and experience
of the past utilizer or the scope and
rigor of the utilization.)
1.2. 3. 5. 2 Measure the past utilizer(s) against each
of the criteria.
1.2. 3. 5. 3 Select the past utilizer who has the high-
est rating and with whom the methodologist
has not already worked.
1.2. 3. 5. 4 Make sure that the methodologist is com-
mitted to working with the selected util-
izer
.
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1.2. 3. 5. 5 Confirm the past utilizer selected with any in-
dividual or group whom the methodologist chooses
based on preference, law or policy.
There already exists a step for testing the completeness of a
list of utilizers. This step is found within the new set of steps that
have been developed for identifying those people who have had the type
of contact with the most recent version of the methodology that will most
likely result in the identification of gaps. The fourth step in that
new set of steps provides for testing the completeness of a list of util-
izers. Therefore, this step is redundant because its purpose has already
been accomplished by a previous step. In order to avoid repetitive pro-
cedures, the above step was deleted from the Methodology.
1.2.4 Identify gaps found in the methodology by the utilizers.
This step was completely redesigned because a number of critical
gaps were identified in its initial sub-steps.
1.2. 4. 2 Secure the cooperation of the utilizers.
A major gap was uncovered in the sequencing of the above step.
Securing the cooperation of the utilizer did not seem to be a logical
sub-step in the identification process. Cooperation should be secured
before the process begins. Therefore, the above step was incorrectxy
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sequenced; it should appear earlier. The above step also seemed to be
part of a larger process that, as of yet, had not been documented. Co-
operation may be viewed as a prerequisite; something that must be se-
cured before the methodologist and a past utilizer can interact for the
purpose of identifying gaps. However, other details also need to be
worked out prior to the interaction of the methodologist and the past
utilizer. These details include a plan for interacting with the past
utilizer . The author believed that a separate process should exist for
developing the details of how a methodologist and a past utilizer might
interact and that an initial step in that process should be the securing
of the past utilizer’s cooperation. To fill this gap, the author has
added the following procedures.
1.2.4 Prepare for interacting with the past utilizer.
1.2. 4.1 Develop a brief explanation of why the past utilizer
is being contacted and how he/she and the methodolo-
gist might work together.
1.2. 4. 2 Identify and confirm a time when the methodologist
can discuss the above information with the past util-
izer.
1. 2.4.3 Meet with the past utilizer to determine if his/her
cooperation can be secured. If so, proceed to the
next step. If not, determine the problem and make
a judgement as to whether or not the problem can be
solved practically. If it can, do so; if not, cycle
back to 1.2. 3. 5. 3 and choose another past utilizer.
1.2. 4.4 Develop a plan for interacting with the past utilizer.
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This plan should be specific with respect to the re-
sources to be used and the activities to which these
resources are to be allocated.
The sequencing and wording of the above steps were changed. The
above step was resequenced as the first step in the process of identify-
ing gaps. The wording of the step was changed because the above wording
was too narrow. The original wording limited the methodologist and the
past utilizer to direct verbal interaction. There is no reason to assume
that a methodologist and a past utilizer cannot interact indirectly and/
or non-orally for the purpose of identifying gaps in the Methodology.
In fact, how the methodologist and the past utilizer interact depends
upon the plan for interaction that was developed in the previous step.
The revised version of the above step appears below.
1.2.5 Identify gaps found in the methodology by the past utilizers.
1.2.5. 1 Implement the plan for identifying gaps with a par-
ticular past utilizer.
1.2. 5. 2 Cycle back to 1.2. 3. 5. 3 and identify the next past
utilizer with whom gaps that are to be identified
and repeat the previous steps with that past utilizer.
1.2. 5. 3 Repeat the above steps until the methodologist has
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worked with as many of the past utilizers as pos-
sible, given the available resources.
1.2. 5. A Compile a single list of gaps.
1.2. 5. 5 Test the completeness of the list of gaps.
1.2. 5.
5.1
Gather test of completeness data by per-
forming any one or combination of the
following tasks.
1.2. 5. 5. 1.1 Read the most recent version
of the methodology to iden-
tify gaps.
1.2. 5. 5. 1.2 Have other methodologists
review the most recent ver-
sion of the methodology.
1.2. 5. 5. 1.3 Have others who are experi-
enced in the problem that the
methodology is designed to
solve read the most recent
version of the methodology
in order to identify gaps.
1.2. 5. 5.1. A Consult others who have had
contact with earlier versions
of the methodology.
1.2. 5. 5. 2 Review the test of completeness data and
make any changes in the original list of
gaps that may seem appropriate.
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1.2. 4. 3. 2 Of these gaps, were any filled and if so, what were the
rules and procedures used to fill the gaps?
The purpose of this step is to identify any work that has already
been done on filling a particular gap. Given this purpose, this step is
incorrectly sequenced. It should appear in later sections of this major
step. It is not a logical sub-step in the process for identifying gaps
because the information to be provided through the use of this step does
not improve the effectiveness of the identification process. However,
the information to be provided through the use of this step would be help-
ful in choosing and filling particular gaps. Gaps could be chosen on the
basis of the relative difficulty of filling them. An indicator of this
difficulty would be the type and amount of work that has already been
done on filling the gap. If a great deal of work has already been done
on filling a particular gap, then the methodologist may assume that the
gap may not be difficult to fill. In most cases, work already done on
filling a particular gap could be used in filling the gap itself. Past
work is one indicator of what future work remains to be done. Because
the above steps were incorrectly sequenced, they were removed from their
present position and integrated into later stages of this major step.
1.2.5 Test the list of gaps for completeness.
1.2. 5.1 Repeat step 1.2.4 for a different group of util-
izers.
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1.2. 5. 2 Do any combination of the following things.
1.2. 5. 2.1 Read the latest version of the methodol-
ogy in order to identify gaps.
1.2. 5. 2. 2 Teach the methodology and document all
problems
.
1.2. 5. 2. 3 Apply the methodology and document all
problems
1.2. 5. 2. 4 Answer the question in 1.2.4.
1. 2.5.3 Repeat step 1.2. 4. 3 for those methodologists iden-
tified in 1.2. 3. 3.
1.2. 5. 4 Make any needed changes in the list of gaps based on
the above tests of completeness.
There already exists a step for testing the completeness of a
list of gaps. This step is found within the new set of steps that have
been developed for identifying gaps found in the methodology by the past
utilizers. The fifth step in that new set of steps provides procedures
for testing the completeness of a list of gaps. Therefore, this step
is redundant because its purpose has already been accomplished by a
previous step. In order to avoid repetitive procedures, the above step
was deleted from the Methodology.
1.2. 5.
5
Prioritize the list of unfilled gaps.
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Three gaps were discovered in the above step. First, the above
step is incorrectly sequenced. Prioritizing a list of unfilled gaps is
not a logical sub-step in the process for testing the completeness of
that list. Prioritization is a way of selecting the gaps to be filled,
and this selection should be made only after a reasonably complete list
of gaps has been developed. To fill this gap, a new set of steps was
developed to select the gaps to be filled. The new selection procedures
are to be used after a reasonably complete list of gaps has been developed.
The second gap involves the completeness of the above step. The
above step did not specify the criteria against which the gaps are to be
prioritized. Although a number of selection criteria could be used, no
specific criteria were mentioned; therefore, the above step was incom-
plete. To fill this gap, specific selection criteria were added into
the new set of steps that had been developed for selecting the gaps to
be filled. The criteria that were added were the significance of the
gap and the difficulty of filling it. The relevance of these two cri-
teria in the selection of gaps to be filled in developing a more current
version of the Methodology has already been discussed in detail in
Chapter Three, "The Design of the Study."
The third gap involved the above step’s practicality. This step
did not make any allowance for the available resources or for the number
of gaps from which critical gaps had to be selected. To fill this gap,
two different selection strategies were developed. One was to be used
when both the resources and the number of gaps are large, while the
other was to be used when either or both the resources and/or the number
of gaps are small. The following procedures were developed to fill the
above three gaps.
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1.2.6 Select the gaps to be filled.
1.2. 6.1 Operationalize the purpose of the methodology.
1.2. 6. 2 Review the resources available for selecting gaps
and the number of gaps that have been identified.
If both the resources and the number of gaps are
large, go to step 1.2. 6. 4. If the number of gaps
and/or the amount of resources are small, go to
\
1 . 2 . 6.
3
1.2. 6.3 Select the first gap that is both difficult to fill
and critical, according to the operationalized def-
inition of the methodology’s purpose.
1.2. 6. 4 Divide the gaps into categories.
1.2. 6. 4.1 Review each gap and make the following
determinations
:
1.2. 6. 4. 1.1 Is the gap critical?
1.2. 6. 4. 1.2 Is the gap difficult to fill?
1.2. 6. 4. 2 Organize the gaps into the following cat-
egories :
1.2. 6. 4. 2.1 Gaps that are both critical
and difficult to fill.
1.2. 6. 4. 2. 2 Gaps that are critical but
not difficult to fill.
1.2. 6. 4. 2. 3 Gaps that are difficult to
fill but which are not criti-
cal.
1.2. 6. 4. 2. 4 Gaps that are both not criti-
cal and not difficult to fill.
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1.2. 6. 4. 3 Prioritize the gaps within the first/
next category.
1.2.6. 4.4 Review this prioritization in light of
the gaps in the next category to see if
any changes should be made.
1.2. 6. 4. 5 Choose the highest priority gap.
No critical gaps were discovered in the above step. However,
there was some doubt in the author’s mind as to whether or not it was
appropriate to proceed directly from this step to the next major step
which involved dissemination. When a current version of the Methodology
has been developed, is dissemination the next logical step? The author
believed this sequence to be unnecessarily rigid. Once a methodologist
has developed a more complete and hopefully more effective version of the
Methodology, dissemination of that version is an option but not a neces-
sity. A number of other options exist. For example, a methodologist
could teach, apply or field test the new version of the Methodology.
What was missing was a step in which a methodologist could decide what,
if any, additional contact that he/she may want to have with the Method-
ology that has just been worked on. To fill this gap, the author added
a step that would cycle the methodologist back to the first major step
in the first major process of the Methodology. Using the procedures of
this step, the methodologist could determine if additional contact with
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the Methodology is appropriate and if so, what the specific details of
that contact should be.
1.2.8 Cycle back to step 1.1 and use the procedures of this step
to decide what, if any, additional contact the methodologist
may want to have with the methodology he/she has just worked
on.
Gaps Identified in Major Step 1.3 :
Disseminate the Methodology
1.3 Disseminate the methodology.
A slightly different approach was used in analyzing the logic of
this major step. Rather than examine each of its procedures for gaps,
the entire step was compared to an existing dissemination methodology.
The dissemination methodology with which this step was compared is being
developed by Mr. William Welsh (Welsh, 1974). This comparison was made
in order to uncover overlap. If substantial overlap was uncovered, then
it might be wise to combine these two approaches to dissemination in
some way so as to avoid any further duplication of effort. The degree
of overlap that might exist between these two sets of procedures could
not be determined prior to this study because at that time, Mr. Welsh's
dissemination methodology was not adequately documented. However, when
this study was initiated, Mr. Welsh's dissemination methodology had been
documented adequately enough so that it could be field tested. Thus, a
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more definitive determination as to the similarity of these two approaches
to dissemination could be made.
If the procedures that make up this step of Decision Making Meth-
odology and the procedures that compose Mr. Welsh’s dissemination method-
ology are similar then they both would have been designed to accomplish
similar or identical purposes. The purpose of Mr. Welsh's dissemination
methodology is to meet needs through the dissemination of products. The
purpose of the dissemination procedures used in this step of Decision
Making Methodology is to make Decision Making Methodology available to
those who need it. Both purposes are similar in the sense that they each
involve meeting needs. However, are the purposes similar in the way that
they meet needs? These two approaches may be concerned with disseminat-
ing two different things. Mr. Welsh is concerned with meeting needs
through the dissemination of products, while the above step is concerned
with meeting certain needs through the dissemination of Decision Making
Methodology. Is Decision Making Methodology a product? If not, Decision
Making Methodology could not be disseminated through the use of Mr.
Welsh's dissemination methodology. In this case, there would be little
similarity between Mr. Welsh's dissemination methodology and the proce-
dures that make up this step of Decision Making Methodology.
Mr. Welsh states that, "A product can be anything that meets an
identified need—be it an idea, a process, a piece of hardware, or what-
ever" (Welsh, 1974). Decision Making Methodology is a process. The
need that Decision Making Methodology has begun to satisfy is the need
for an operational decision making process. Thus, Decision Making Meth-
odology satisfies Mr. Welsh's definition of a product. Because
Decision
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Making Methodology can be viewed as a product, at least according to
Mr. Welsh’s definition, the purpose of Mr. Welsh's dissemination meth-
odology and the purpose and procedures that make up the above step of
Decision Making Methodology may be considered similar.
Besides reviewing the purposes of these two approaches to dis-
semination, the author also reviewed the major procedures that have been
developed for accomplishing each purpose. This was done as a check on
the overlap that was discovered when their purposes were compared. In
order to meet needs through the dissemination of products, Mr. Welsh
has developed the following major procedures: identify those populations
who have need of the product, make the product as well as any necessary
support services available to these populations, evaluate the effects of
accepting or rejecting the product, and finally, evaluate the effective-
ness of the dissemination process as a whole. In order to make Decision
Making Methodology available to those who need it, the author has devel-
oped the following major procedures: identify potential utilizers of the
Methodology; provide these potential utilizers with the opportunity to
accept or reject the Methodology; if accepted, assist the user if such
assistance is requested or needed; measure the impact of the Methodology’s
use; and finally, evaluate the dissemination process as a whole.
The above analysis indicates that there is substantial similarity
between the purposes and major procedures of Mr. Welsh's dissemination
methodology and the dissemination procedures that are used in this step
of Decision Making Methodology. However, this similarity should not be
taken to mean that these two approaches to dissemination are exactly the
same. It is possible that a more detailed analysis would have uncovered
161
some significant differences. Each and every procedure contained within
these two approaches could have been compared. Such a detailed analysis
was not done for two reasons. First, it would have required allocating
a very large amount of resources to what was in fact a small problem with-
in a much larger study. Second, the analysis that had already been per-
formed on the purposes and major procedures of these two approaches to
dissemination had uncovered a substantial degree of overlap. Therefore,
the purpose of the comparison had been achieved—overlap had been dis-
covered.
The degree of overlap uncovered has led the author to conclude
that these two approaches to dissemination might best be combined in a
single approach to dissemination. If this were not done, if these two
approaches continued to be developed separately, what may result could
be two highly developed though essentially identical sets of procedures.
Such a situation would represent a serious duplication of effort and
should therefore be avoided.
A single unified approach to dissemination was not developed
during the course of this study due to resource limitations. However,
the author recommends that in future studies, a fairly high priority be
placed on the integration of these two similar though not identical dis-
semination processes. An effective dissemination process is critical
because it could be a way of making high quality products more readily
available to those who need them.
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Gaps Identified In Major Step 1.3 :
Disseminate the Methodology
1.4.4 Select the group to whom the methodology is to be taught.
The wording of the above step implied that the teaching methodol-
ogist is aware of individuals and groups that want to learn how to apply
the Methodology. However, wanting to learn the Methodology requires
having knowledge of the Methodology itself. Without this information,
people would be hard pressed to decide whether or not learning the Meth-
odology is something that they really want to do. However, in previous
procedures, no provision had been made for informing the general public
as to the nature and existence of the Methodology. The absence of such
a step is a major gap. To fill this gap, the author developed the fol-
lowing procedures and introduced them prior to the above step.
1.4.4 Inform the general public as to the nature and existence of
the methodology.
1.4. 4.1 Develop a short description of the methodology.
1.4. 4. 2 Develop a plan for distributing this description
to as large an audience as possible. This audience
should be diversified with respect to such factors
as age, vocation, sex, and ethnic identify. The
distribution plan should contain provisions for pro-
viding additional information about the methodology
should such information be requested. The distribution
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plan should also contain provisions by which one
inform the methodologist of his/her interest
I
in the methodology.
1.4. 4. 3 Implement the plan and monitor positive and negative
reactions to the methodology.
A major gap was discovered in the above step. It is impractical.
It would require a vast amount of resources to develop a simulation for
each separate learning objective that a teaching methodologist has planned
to accomplish. This is not to say that simulations are not useful. Sim-
ulations provide a learner with an opportunity to use the procedures of
Decision Making Methodology in a low risk situation. This situation is
low risk because, by definition, a simulation is an "unreal situation
and consequences of not applying the Methodology successfully are much
less in an unreal situation than they are in a "real" application. Simu-
lations should be viewed as alternative teaching strategies and not as
necessary components of every teaching strategy as the above step Implies.
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Simulations should be considered along with other teaching strategies
such as lecturing, demonstration and discussion. To make this step
practical, its sequence was changed. It was integrated into the step
immediately preceding it. The specifics of this change appear below.
1.4. 7. 2 Develop a strategy to teach each one of the sequenced
learning objectives.
1.4. 7. 2.1 Choose the first (next) learning objective for
which a teaching strategy is to be developed.
1.4. 7. 2.
2
State the purpose of the chosen learning objec-
tive.
1.4. 7. 2.
3
Develop an exhaustive set of alternative plans
for teaching the objective by analyzing the im-
plications of the objective's purpose. In de-
veloping the list, consider such alternative
teaching strategies as simulations, lectures,
discussions, and demonstrations.
1.4. 7. 2.
4
Choose the alternative to be implemented.
1.4. 7. 2.
5
Plan for the implementation of the chosen alter-
native. If the alternative chosen is a simula-
tion, develop the details of the simulation
through the use of Instructional Simulation De-
sign Methodology.
1.4. 7. 2.
6
If possible, field test the planned teaching
1.4. 7. 2.
7
strategy.
Repeat the above process for each objective or
move on once a single teaching strategy has been
developed for a single objective.
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1.4.11 Integrate the newly prepared methodologist into a larger
system of methodological development.
1.4.11.1 The teaching methodologist operationally defines
the following concept: "Contributing to method-
ological development."
1.4.11.2 Test the completeness of the above definition.
1.4.11.3 Measure the degree to which the newly trained
methodologist satisfied the above definition.
1.4.11.4 Identify that part(s) of the definition which
the newly prepared methodologist most completely
satisfies.
1.4.11.5 The teaching methodologist secures the consent
of the newly trained methodologist to contribute
to methodological development in that area which
the strength is the greatest.
1.4.11.6 The teaching methodologist and the newly trained
methodologist develop and implement the plan for
the newly trained methodologist contributing to
methodological development.
The above steps have a common weakness. That weakness being
that the newly trained methodologist plays a minor role in the determin-
ation of how he/she is to contribute to the area of methodological devel
opment. The newly trained methodologist merely consents to a plan that
has been developed by the teaching methodologist. The above steps
also
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assume that the newly trained methodologist wants to contribute. It is
possible that after having learned how to use the Methodology, a learner
may decide that it is inappropriate and that further involvement is un-
necessary. This is possible because training in the use of the Method-
ology provides the learner with more information about the Methodology
itself. This information could cause the learner to be less interested
the Methodology than he/she was when training began. Interests do
not necessarily remain constant.
It is recommended that these steps be redesigned so that they,
first of all, take into account whether or not a newly trained methodol-
ogist wants to contribute to a system of methodological development and
that second of all, should a newly trained methodologist decide to make
a contribution, that the specifics of that contribution be developed
from the perspective of the newly trained methodologist and not from the
perspective of the teaching methodologist. The changes recommended were
not made during the course of this study because the author did not be-
lieve that they would be difficult to carry out. To carry out the recom-
mended changes, one would simply have to make minor modifications in the
existing steps.
Gaps Identified in Major Step 1.5 :
Negotiate the Decision Making Contract
1.5.2 Develop a list of potential clients.
167
This step has an Inherent limitation. That limitation being
the perspective of the methodologist. A methodologist's perspective
determine to a large extent the nature and number of the potential
clients identified in this step. A methodologist's perspective may cause
the list of clients to be unnecessarily narrow. All other things being
equal, the narrower the list of potential clients, the smaller are the
chances of finding a client for whom the Methodology can be applied suc-
cessfully. In order to fill this gap, procedures were added that com-
plemented the perspective of the methodologist. The author could have
added procedures which controlled or removed the perspective of the
methodologist. However, such procedures were not designed because the
author believed that they would be inappropriate. Such procedures would
be inappropriate because the perspective of the methodologist, which has
been molded through experience and preparation, is a very useful resource
in the selection of clients. If this perspective were completely re-
moved, the selection process might be done more harm than good.
The procedures that were added were the same procedures that
were designed to fill a gap uncovered in step 1.4. A. The procedures
that were added here form a new step to be implemented prior to step
1.5.2. These steps together with the procedures that already exist for
testing the completeness of the list of potential clients should provide
reasonable checks on the unconscious narrowing of a list of potential
clients. The procedures that were added were as follows:
1.5.2 Inform the general public as to the nature and existence of
the methodology.
1.5. 2.1 Develop a short description of the methodology.
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1.5. 2. 2 Develop a plan for distributing this description to
as large an audience as possible. This audience
should be diversified with respect to such factors
as age, vocation, sex, and ethnic identify. The dis-
tribution plan should contain provisions for provid-
ing additional information about the methodology
should such information be requested. The distribu-
tion plan should also contain provisions by which
one may inform the methodologist of his/her interest
in the methodology.
1.5. 2. 3 Implement the plan and monitor positive and negative
reactions to the methodology.
1.5.7 Develop a contract statement which will include:
1.5. 7.1 The name of the contract decision maker.
1.5. 7.
2
The area(s) of concern within which the methodology
will be applied.
1.5. 7.
3
The decision makers for whom the methodology will
be applied. Decision makers should be those indi-
viduals who have primary responsibility for meeting
needs within the chosen area of concern.
1.5. 7.
4
The resources to be utilized.
1.5. 7.
5
The methodology to be employed.
1.5. 7.
6
The time period within which the work will be done.
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Two gaps were uncovered in the above procedures. First of all,
there were no provisions for gathering the above information prior to
using that information to draft a formal or informal contract statement.
Second of ally there was no provision made for confirming the contract
statement with other people chosen on either the basis of the preferences
of the decision maker or on the basis of the laws and policies under
which the decision maker operates. In order to fill these gaps, the
above steps were removed and the following steps were added.
1.5.8 Gather the information necessary to develop a contract state-
ment.
1.5. 8.1
1.5. 8.
2
1.5. 8.
3
1. 5.8.4
1.5. 8.
5
1.5. 8.6
The name of the contract decision maker.
The problem area in which the contract decision maker
wants to make decisions.
The specific dates of the contracting period.
The names of any other decision makers for whom the
contract decision maker would like to see the Meth-
odology applied and who make decisions with respect
to the problem area.
The resources that will be available for this appli-
cation of the Methodology.
The amount of resources to be allocated to each de-
cision maker.
1.5. 8. 6.1 Prioritize the decision makers.
1.5. 8. 6. 2 Allocate the resources for this applica-
tion of the Methodology among the decision
makers, according to their priorities.
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1.5. 8. 6. 3 Allocate the resources for each decision
maker among the major processes of the
Methodology according to the following
percentages. These percentages are based
on percentages developed by Hodson (Hodson,
1974).
Major Process %
1 . Prepare for the utilization
of the Methodology.
10%
2. Perform a needs analysis.
3. Develop a purpose. 2%
4. Conceptualize the ideal solution. 10%
5. Design the actual solution. 10%
6. Plan the implementation of the
solution
.
18%
7. Implement
.
40%
8. Evaluate. 10%
1.5. 8. 7 Review the resource allocation.
1.5. 8. 7.1 Ask the contract decision maker to examine
the allocation and make any adjustments
that he/she believes are necessary.
1.5. 8. 7. 2 Explain to the contract decision maker the
contingencies under which the terms of the
contract may be altered.
1.5. 8. 7. 3 Ask each decision maker to confirm his/her
willingness to work with the methodologist.
Also have each decision maker confirm his/
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1.5.9
1.5.10
1.5.11
1.5.12
1.5.13,
her ability to supply the resources that
the contract decision maker has said that
they could supply. Any problems regard-
ing the commitment or resources of any de-
cision maker should be communicated to the
contract decision maker.
1.5. 8. 7. 4 Explain to each decision maker the contin-
gencies under which the terms of the con-
tract may be altered.
1.5. 8. 7. 5 Determine when each decision maker, includ-
ing the contract decision maker, will be
available during the contracting period.
Develop a formal or informal contract statement using the
above information.
Confirm the contract statement with appropriate individuals
chosen on the basis of either the preference of the contract
decision maker or on the laws or policies that govern the ac-
tions of the contract decision maker.
The contract decision maker approves the contract statement.
Evaluate the effectiveness of this major step.
Choose the highest priority decision maker who is available
to implement the next major step.
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Gaps Identified In Major Step 1.6 :
Plan This Application of the Methodology
1.6.1 Create an "application" matrix.
1.6. 1.1 Along the top of the matrix, place the names of
all the decision makers involved in this applica-
tion.
1.6.1. 2 Along the side of the matrix, place the names of
each major process of the methodology to be used.
1.6. 1.3 Develop each cell of the matrix by reviewing the
most recent version of the methodology to deter-
mine what set of procedures is most appropriate
for that decision maker to accomplish the purpose
of that major process.
1.6. 1.4 Review the activities developed for each cell.
1.6. 1.5 Arrange the activities in each cell in a chronolog-
ical order.
1.6.2 Arrange the activities of all cells into a single chronolog-
ical order, allocate resources and schedule the times and
dates when each activity will be carried out. These plans
are preliminary and may be changed as a result of the follow-
ing step.
1.6.3 Plan for decision making.
1.6.3. 1 Identify decision makers.
1.6. 3. 2 Identify decisions to be made by the decision makers
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1.6. 3. 3 Determine when the decisions are going to be made.
1.6. 3. A Identify/develop the activities which, when observed,
wi.ll provide the data needed to make the necessary
decisions.
1.6. 3. 5 Develop plans for observing the activities.
1.6. 3. 6 Develop plans for reporting the data through observa-
tion.
1.6. 3. 7 Design the process to be used in decision making.
1.6. 3. 8 Review the decision making process.
1.6. 3. 9 Integrate the plans for observation, plans for re-
porting and the process for decision making into a
cohesive plan for decision making.
1.6. A Test the plan for decision making by constructing data which
indicate satisfactory, unsatisfactory and grossly deficient
performance of an activity and then apply the decision making
process to make decisions, given the data.
1.6.5 Integrate the tested plan for decision making into the prelim-
inary schedule of activities (1.6.2) making any needed adjust-
ments in the allocation of resources or the scheduling of ac-
tivities .
1.6.6 Evaluate.
In examining the above steps, the author realized that they were
extremely impractical. The collective purpose of these steps was to
de
velop a comprehensive plan for implementing the Methodology in a particu-
lar setting. This plan was not only to include the methodological
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procedures to be employed, it was also to include a management component
by which problems that may arise during implementation could be solved.
Such a plan has definite advantages. It provides the methodolo-
gist with a clear idea of what to do. It also provides the decision maker
with a clear idea of what to expect. However, it is almost impossible to
attempt to develop such a plan all at once because the development of
such a plan would consume a tremendous amount of resources. The method-
ologist would have to acquire detailed and accurate information on each
decision maker for whom the Methodology is to be applied. Such informa-
tion would be needed in order to select appropriate procedures. The meth-
odologist would also have to acquire detailed and accurate information on
the environment in which the Methodology is to be applied. Such informa-
tion would be needed so that the methodologist can plan for environmental
changes that may necessitate revisions in the planned procedures.
A three part solution was developed in order to make the above
steps practical. The first part of the solution involved the complete
redesign of the above steps. The new steps provided for the development
of a general rather than specific plan for implementing the Methodology
for a particular decision maker. This plan did not include the method-
ological procedures to be used but rather documented when a decision
maker would be available to implement each major process of the Method-
ology with respect to solving each problem that he/she was concerned
about solving from within the problem area.
The methodological procedures to be used were developed in the
second part of the solution. The second part of the solution
has two
elements. These two elements are the planning and evaluation
steps of
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each of the seven remaining major processes of the Methodology. In the
planning step of each major process
,
the methodologist chooses or devel—
ops the specific procedures to be used to implement a given part of the
Methodology. This is done by developing a specific agenda for working
with a particular decision maker on a particular task at a particular
time. This agenda not only includes the methodological procedures to be
used, but it also contains strategies for providing the methodologist
with feedback on the effectiveness of the procedures chosen.
In the evaluation step of each major process, the methodologist
determines the effectiveness of the procedures that have just been imple-
mented. The procedures are effective if they have accomplished the pur-
poses for which they were designed or chosen. If they have not, then ap-
propriate changes will be considered and, if necessary, carried out.
The third part of the solution is a cycling mechanism. Once the
methodologist has completed a given amount of work with a particular de-
cision maker, this mechanism cycles the methodologist back to a specific
step within the planning process. The step to which the methodologist
is cycled has him/her perform a number of tasks. First, the methodolo-
gist reviews the priorities of the decision makers that are available to
work with the methodologist at that time. Second, the methodologist re-
views the work that has been done with the highest priority available de-
cision maker. Third, the methodologist offers that decision maker a num-
ber of options as to the next bit of work that could be done; and
final-
ly, once the decision maker has chosen the piece of work that
he/she
would like to do next, the methodologist proceeds to the
planning step
that corresponds to the chosen bit of work. Withinof the major process
176
tlist planning step, the methodologist chooses the specific procedures
that are required to carry out the chosen bit of work. Thus, this cycl-
ing mechanism shuttles the methodologist between the broad overview of
what needs to be done to implement the Methodology in a particular set-
ting and the specific methodological procedures that are to be carried
out at any particular time during the contracting period.
The following format will be used to present the changes that
have been outlined above. First, the new procedures that have been de-
veloped for implementing step 1.6 will be presented. Second, the spe-
cific sub-steps that have been developed for implementing the planning
and evaluation steps for each of Decision Making Methodology's seven
major processes will be presented.
1.6 Plan this application of the Methodology.
1.6.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
1.6.2 Cycle to major process 2.0 and use the steps of that
process to identify the problems that the decision maker
would like to solve during this application of the Meth-
odology.
A more complete explanation of this step is found in section
two. In that section, the procedures that have been developed for iden-
tifying problems are listed.
1.6.3 Allocate the resources available for implementing the
Methodology to the problems that have been identified.
1.6. A Divide the resources that have been allocated to each
problem among the major processes of the Methodology.
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1.6.5 Develop a time table for implementing the Methodology.
1.6. 5.1 Choose the first/next problem for which a time table
is to be developed.
1.6. 5. 2 Determine when the solution to that problem can/
should be implemented.
1 . 6 . 5 . 2.1
1 . 6 . 5 . 2.
2
1 . 6 . 5 . 2.
3
1.6. 5. 2.
A
1 . 6 . 5 . 2.
5
Identify the resources that have been al-
located to the implementation of the solu-
tion.
Determine the earliest possible date at
which the decision maker can begin to im-
plement the solution.
Determine the latest possible date at
which the implementation of the solution
will have to be completed.
Identify those periods of time between
these two dates during which the decision
maker can provide the resources that have
been allocated to the implementation of
the solution.
If more than one period is identified,
choose the one that the decision maker
believes is most appropriate. This is a
preliminary choice and may be changed as
the details of the solution are developed.
1.6. 5. 2. 6 Review the chosen period for conflict
with critical activities that the decision
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maker may be Involved in at that time.
These activities may or may not be related
to the implementation of the Methodology.
1.6. 5. 3 Determine when each major process that needs to be
carried out prior to the implementation of the solu-
tion can/should be carried out.
1.6. 5. 3.1 Choose the major process to be worked with.
This major process should be the one that
is either closest to the implementation of
the solution or closest to the beginning
of the last major process whose implemen-
tation has been planned.
1.6. 5. 3. 2 Identify the resources that have been allo-
cated to the implementation of this major
process.
1.6. 5. 3. 3 Have the decision maker identify that sec-
tion of the contracting period during which
he/she can provide the above resources.
This section should be as close as possible
to the beginning of the last major process
that has been planned for.
1.6. 5. 3. A Review the chosen period for conflict with
critical activities that the decision maker
may be involved in at that time. These ac-
tivities may or may not be related to the
implementation of the Methodology.
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1.6. 5.3.5 Recycle to 1.6. 5. 3.1 and repeat the last
four steps until the implementation of
each of the Methodology's major processes
has been planned.
1.6. 5. 3. 6 Have the decision maker review the overall
plan for implementing the Methodology for
this problem.
1.6. 5. A Determine when the effectiveness of the solution can
be evaluated.
1.6. 5. 4.1 Identify the resources that are available
for evaluation and redesign.
1.6. 5. 4. 2 Determine the earliest date at which the
implementation of the solution will most
likely be finished.
1.6. 5. 4. 3 Determine the latest date at which the de-
cision maker will be available during the
contracting period.
1.6. 5. 4. 4 Determine periods of time between these
two dates during which the decision maker
can provide the resources that have been
allocated to evaluation and redesign.
1.6. 5. 4.
5
If more than one period is identified,
have the decision maker choose the one
that he/she believes is most appropriate.
The period chosen should be as close as
possible to the date on which the
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implementation of the solution will be
completed, and as far as possible from
the end of the contracting period so as
to allow for any needed redesign.
1.6*5. 4.6 Review the chosen period for possible con-
flict with critical activities that the
decision maker may be involved in at that
time. These activities may or may not be
related to the implementation of the Meth-
odology .
1.6.5. 5 Record the information generated in the last three
steps into a time table for working with the decision
maker on this particular problem.
1.6. 5. 6 Recycle to 1.6. 5.1 and repeat the above steps for
the rest of the problems that the decision maker
would like to work on during this application of the
Methodology.
1.6. 5. 7 Integrate the above information into a single plan
which states at what times during the contracting
period the decision maker will be available to imple-
ment each of the Methodology’s major processes for
each of the problems that he/she is concerned about
solving from within the problem area.
1.6. 5. 7.1 Divide the contracting period into sub-
periods .
1.6. 5. 7.
2
Choose the first/next sub-period.
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1.6. 5. 7. 3 Determine all the work that has been planned
during that sub-period.
1.6. 5. 7. 4 Total the amount of resources that this
work will require.
1.6. 5. 7. 5 Recycle to 1.6. 5. 7. 2 and repeat the last
two steps for each sub-period from within
the contracting period.
1.6. 5. 7. 6 Present the above information to the deci-
sion maker and have the decision maker re-
view it to make sure that the resources
that have been agreed upon will actually
be available at the times in question.
1.6. 5. 8 Ask the decision maker if he/she would like any other
individuals or groups to examine or critique the over-
all plan. If so, identify these people and present
the plan to them for their critique. Communicate the
results of this critique to the decision maker and
ask the decision maker to make any corrections that
he/she believes are necessary.
1.6. 5. 9 Confirm the above plan with the contract decision
maker
.
1.6.6
Evaluate the effectiveness of this major step.
1.6.7
Choose the next piece of work to be done.
1.6. 7.1 Determine the decision makers that are available at
this time.
1.6. 7.
2
Choose the highest priority decision maker.
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1.6. 7. 3 Confirm the availability of this decision maker.
1.6. 7. A If steps 1.6.1 through 1.6.6 have been carried out
with the decision maker, then a plan for implement-
ing the Methodology for that decision maker will have
been developed. In this case, the methodologist
should review the plan and compile a list of options
as to those sections of the Methodology that can be
carried out with the decision maker at this time. If
steps 1.6.1 through 1.6.6 have not been carried out,
then they should be implemented at this time.
1.6. 7. 5 Meet with the decision maker and present the options
that are available as to the work that can be done
at this time. Stress that an absolutely complete
list of options is not being presented; therefore,
the decision maker should feel free to suggest any
other options that he/she believes are appropriate.
1.6. 7. 6 Have the decision maker choose the option that he/she
believes is most appropriate.
1.6. 7. 7 Cycle to the planning step of the major process that
contains the option chosen.
The procedures that have been developed for planning the imple
mentation of the last six of Decision Making Methodology's eight major
processes will now be presented. The numbering of these procedures is
in accordance with the first major process in which they will be used.
That major process is the third major process of the Methodology, Deter-
mine a Statement of the Purpose With Respect to the Problem Area With
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Which This Application of the Methodology Will Deal." These planning
procedures are not to be used in major process two, "Perform a Needs
Analysis," because other researchers (Coffing, Hodson and Hutchinson,
1973) have already done a substantial amount of work on planning the im-
plementation of that major process. Because this work is fairly complete
and reasonably operational, the author did not believe that it needed to
be modified. Coffing's planning procedures have also been found to be
effective when actually used.
Plan the implementation of this major process.
3.1.1
Compile the following information.
3. 1.1.1 The amount of resources that are available to
implement this major process.
3. 1.1. 2 A brief description* of the work that has al-
ready been done on the problem for which this
major process is to be applied.
3. 1.1. 3 A brief description* of the procedures that may
be used to implement this major process and the
resources that may be allocated to each.
3. 1.1. A A brief description* of the major processes that
remain to be implemented for this problem and
*The length of these descriptions will depend upon such factors
as the competence of the decision maker, the decision maker's understand-
ing of the Methodology, and how much time has elapsed between meetings
with the methodologist. If the methodologist has been working almost
continuously with a very competent decision maker, who is well aware of
the purpose and procedures of the Methodology, these descriptions will
not have to be very long. However, more detailed descriptions may be
needed if either the competence or understanding of the decision maker
is in doubt or if a great deal of time has elapsed between meetings v;ith
the methodologist.
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how the results of this major process will be
used in successive major processes.
3. 1.1. 5 A brief description* of the contingencies under
which the implementation of this major process
could be halted or modified.
3.1.2 Arrange a meeting with the decision maker for the purpose
of planning the implementation of this major process.
3.1.3 Meet with the decision maker and perform the following
tasks:
3.1.3. 1 Have the decision maker confirm his/her inten-
tion to continue working with the methodologist.
If the commitment of the decision maker has
changed, determine the problem. Once the problem
has been identified, make a judgement as to
whether or not it can be solved practically. If
so, solve it; if not, stop work and inform the
contract decision maker of the situation. The
final resolution of the problem should be ap-
proved by the contract decision maker.
3.1.3.
2
Have the decision maker confirm the amount of re-
sources that are to be used in the implementation
of this major process. If the planned amount of
resources is inaccurate or impossible to provide,
have the decision maker correct it and then
*Ibid.
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communicate this corrected amount of resources
to the contract decision maker.
3. 1.3. 3 Present the decision maker with the brief descrip-
tion of the work that has already been done on
the problem for which this major process is to
be implemented. Check for the decision maker's
understanding of the description. Answer as
clearly and completely as possible any questions
that the decision maker may have.
3. 1.3. 4 Present the decision maker with the brief descrip-
tion of the procedures that may be used to imple-
ment this major process and the resources that
may be allocated to each. Check for the decision
maker's understanding of the planned procedures.
Answer as clearly and as completely as possible
any questions that the decision maker may have.
Have the decision maker confirm or modify the re-
sources that have been allocated to the planned
procedures.
3. 1.3. 5 Present the decision maker with the brief descrip-
tion of the major processes that remain to be im-
plemented with this particular problem and explain
how the results of the present major process will
be used in successive major processes. Check to
make sure that the decision maker understands
these subsequent major processes and answer any
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critical questions that the decision maker may
have.
3. 1.3. 6 Describe to the decision maker the contingencies
under which the implementation of this major
process could be halted or modified. Check for
the decision maker's understanding of these con-
tingencies and answer as completely and as clear-
ly as possible any questions that the decision
maker might have.
3. 1.3. 7 Determine the specific dates on which the deci-
sion maker will be available to implement this
major process.
3. 1.3. 8 Choose the first/next date.
3. 1.3. 9 Review the date to make sure that it does not
conflict with any critical activities that the
decision maker will be involved in at that time.
If there is a conflict, determine if an alterna-
tive date can be decided upon for one of the con-
flicting activities. If an alternative date can-
not be found, then the contract decision maker
should be involved in the resolution of the con-
flict.
3.1.3.10 Have the decision maker confirm the date and, if
possible, set an alternative date.
3.1.3.11 Develop the agenda to be followed with the deci-
sion maker on the chosen date. This agenda should
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include the methodological procedures to be
used. The agenda should be as complete as pos-
sible, given the available resources. The last
two procedures of the agenda should provide for
evaluation and redesign and for cycling the
methodologist back to step 1.6.7 where he/she
will choose the next piece if work to be done.
3.1.3.12 Review the agenda.
3.1.3.13 Plan for providing feedback on the effective-
nexx of the agenda ss it is being implemented.
3.1.3.14 Implement the agenda.
The procedures that have been developed for evaluating the effec-
tiveness of the last six of Decision Making Methodology’s eight major pro-
cesses will now be presented. The numbering of these procedures is in
accordance with the first major process in which they will be used. That
major process is the third major process of the Methodology, "Determine a
Statement of the Purpose With Respect to the Problem Area With Which This
Application of the Methodology Will Deal." These evaluation procedures
are not to be used in major process two, "Perform a Needs Analysis" be-
cause other researchers (Coffing, Hodson and Hutchinson, 1973) have al-
ready done a substantial amount of work on evaluating the effectiveness
of that major process. Because this work is fairly complete and reason-
ably operational, the author did not believe that it needed to be modified.
Coffing ' s evaluation procedures have also been found to be effective when
actually used.
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3.9 Evaluate the Implementation of this major process.
3.9.1 Determine the resources that are available for evaluation.
3.9.2 Allocate these resources among the procedures of this
step.
3.9.3 Develop the evaluation criteria.
3. 9. 3.1 If the resources are small, then the purpose of
the procedures that have just been implemented
will serve as their evaluation criterion. In
this case, the methodologist should cycle to
3.9.7.
3. 9. 3.
2
If the resources are large, then the purpose of
the procedures that have just been implemented
should be operationally defined. These opera-
tional components will serve as the evaluation
criteria. If this approach is followed, the
methodologist should operationalize the purpose
and then proceed to the next step.
3.9.4 Prioritize the evaluation criteria.
3.9.5 Allocate the resources for measurement among the priori-
tized criteria.
3.9.6 Choose the first/next criterion.
3.9.7 Determine if data needs to be gathered on the
accomplish-
ment of this criterion. This determination may be
made
by examining the results of the procedures
that have just
been implemented. If the methodologist believes
that such
is sufficiently thorough enough to enablean examination
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a determination to be made as to whether or not the cri-
terion has been accomplished, then no additional data
needs to be gathered. In this case, the methodologist
should proceed to 3.9.6.
3.9.8 Gather the data that must be acquired in order to deter-
mine if the evaluation criterion has been satisfied.
3.9.9 Review the data.
3.9.10 Make any necessary changes.
3.9.11 Recycle to 3.9.5 and repeat the last four steps for the
remaining evaluation criteria.
3.9.12 If the decision maker and the methodologist agree to it,
make the evaluation data and resultant changes available
to other decision makers who may be interested in the
problem and/or to other methodologists who may be inter-
ested in the Methodology.
3.9.13 If resources and desire permit, perform an evaluation
of the evaluation.
Gaps Identified in Major Process 2.0:
Perform a Needs Analysis
2.0
Perform a needs analysis.
2.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
2.2 Determine the needs which are of concern to the decision
maker.
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2.3 Define the need which the decision maker is interested
in meeting.
2. A Report the definition of the need to the decision maker.
2.5 Measure the degree to which the definition of the need
is being met.
2.6 Report the results of the measurement to the decision
maker.
2.7 Evaluate/Redesign.
The above steps are incomplete. None of them contain specific
sub-steps for their implementation. The incompleteness of these steps Is
a critical gap in the Methodology because these steps are some of the
Methodology's most important procedures. The problems to be solved dur-
ing a given application of the Methodology are identified through the use
of a needs analysis. A problem is defined as an unmet need that a deci-
sion maker is very concerned about meeting. If the procedures for per-
forming the needs analysis are not reasonably complete, it may be very
difficult to accurately identify the problems that the decision maker
would like to solve. If problems cannot be identified, the rest of the
Methodology cannot be implemented. To fill this gap, the author devel-
oped a more complete set of procedures for performing the needs analysis.
The procedure that were developed are as follows:
2.0 Identify problems. The following procedures are a short form
version of the Coff ing/Hutchinson Needs Analysis Methodology
(Coffing, 1973). If resources permit, the long form of these
procedures should be u^ed
.
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2.1
Plan the implementation of this major process.
2.1.1 Determine the resources that are available for im-
plementing this major process.
2.1.2 Allocate these resources among the steps of this
major process according to the following percentages.
These percentages are based on percentages developed
by Coffing (Coffing, 1973).
—Fifty percent to step 2.2
—Fifteen percent to step 2.3
—Thirty percent to step 2.4
—Five percent to steps 2.5 through 2.8
2.1.3 Confirm the allocation with the decision maker for
whom this major process is to be applied.
2.1.4 Proceed to step 2.2.
2.2 Determine the decision maker’s concerns about who needs
what according to whom with respect to the problem area of
this application.
2.2.1 The methodologist asks the decision maker to write
in a list of his/her responses to the question,
"Who are the individuals or groups involved in this
problem area whose needs are important to you?
2.2.2 The methodologist asks the decision maker to write
in a list of his/her response to the question,
"For these persons or groups, what kinds of needs
are important to you?"
The methodologist asks the decision maker to write2.2.3
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in a list of his/her responses to the question,
"Given the persons and needs on your two lists, who
would be able to specifically define the needs?"
2.2.4 Test the completeness of the decision maker's re-
sponses .
2. 2. 4.1 Identify those people whose responses to
the above questions would prove helpful.
2. 2. 4.
2
Acquire the responses of those people.
2. 2.4.3 Present the responses to the decision maker
and allow him/her to make any changes in
the original lists that he/she believes
are necessary.
2.2.5 The decision maker picks the most important entries
on each list.
2.2.6 Using the above information, the methodologist con-
\
structs sentences in the form of "who needs what ac-
cording to whom."
2.2.7 The decision maker prioritizes the sentences con-
structed.
2.2.8 The decision maker chooses the first/next sentence.
2.2.9 The decision maker is asked to review the sentence
to make sure that he/she is committed to having de-
fining and measurement done on that sentence.
2.2.10 The decision maker confirms the sentence with any
other appropriate individuals or groups that he/she
wishes to.
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2.2.11 The methodologist secures the cooperation of need-
ers and definers.
2.3 Define whose needs for what according to whom.2.3.1
Develop the defining stimulus.
2. 3. 1.1 The methodologist asks the decision maker
to state the decision maker’s purpose for
obtaining data in relation to this sentence.
2. 3. 1.2 The methodologist develops a hypothetical
situation appropriate to the decision mak-
' er's stated purpose.
2. 3. 1.3 The methodologist inserts the who and the
what into the situation.
2. 3.1. A The methodologist determines how the definer
should observe the situation.
2. 3. 1.5 The methodologist uses the above information
to construct a defining stimulus of the fol-
lowing form: "Imagine (the hypothetical
situation)
,
and in that situation imagine
that (name of the needer)'s needs for (need
being defined) are fully met. Observe that
situation (in the manner specified in step
2. 3.1. A). What are all the things that you
see in the situation that indicate to you
that (name of the needer)’s needs for (type
of need being defined) are fully met?"
2. 3. 1.6 The methodologist asks the decision maker
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to approve the defining stimulus. If the
stimulus is not satisfactory, then the
methodologist should change it so that it
is. Changes made should be determined by
the decision maker.
2.3.2
Have the definer respond to the defining stimulus.
2. 3. 2.1 Set up a meeting with the definer.
2.3. 2. 2 Have the definer respond to the stimulus.
2.3. 2.3 Record the definer' s responses.
2.3. 2.4 Have the definer prioritize his/her re-
sponses on the basis of importance.
2. 3. 2.5 Check the prioritized components for clarity.
2. 3. 2. 6 If the resources permit, further operation-
alize fuzzy components starting with the one
having the highest priority.
2. 3. 2. 7 If the resources permit, have the definer
prioritize any new responses.
2.3. 2.8 Record all problems encountered in the de-
fining process as well as any additional
comments made by the definer regarding the
need or the process.
2.3.3 Report the definer's definition to the decision maker.
2. 3.
3.1
Write the report.
2. 3. 3. 1.1 Compile the results of the de-
fining process.
2. 3. 3. 1.2 Write a statement of the procedures
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used to obtain the definition.
2. 3. 3. 1.3 Document all difficulties, prob-
lems or limitations encountered
in the process
.
2. 3. 3. 1.4 Compile the above in the follow-
ing sequence: who what whom sen-
tence, stimulus, procedures, def-
inition, and problems.
2. 3. 3.
2
Present the report to the decision maker of-
fering to answer any questions.
2.4
Measure the degree to which the definition of the need is
being met.
2.4.1 Choose the components to be measured.
2.4.2 Test the completeness of the list of components chosen.
2.4.3 Prioritize the chosen components.
2.4.4 Review the prioritized components to make sure that
the decision maker is committed to measuring these
components
.
2.4.5 Confirm the prioritized components with any relevant
others chosen by the decision maker
.
2.4.6 Allocate the measurement resources to the chosen
components
.
2.4.7 Review the allocation.
2.4.8 Choose the first /next component to be measured.
Determine on the basis of available resources whether
the component is to be measured using short form
2.4.9
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procedures or long form procedures. If short form
procedures are to be used, proceed to 2.4.10. If
long form procedures are to be used, proceed to
2.4.11.
2.4.10 Ask the definer to estimate the degree to which the
component is met
.
2.4.11 Actually measure the extent to which the component
is being met.
2.4.11.1 Conceptualize the ideal measurement tech-
nique. An ideal measurement technique has
the following characteristics: It permits
direct observation of the component. This
means that the technique enables the ob-
server to actually see or hear the occur-
rences of the component. It permits ob-
servation of the component under natural
conditions. This means that the technique
does not impose conditions or present stim-
uli other than those that are normally pre-
sent in the situation being observed.
Finally, the ideal measurement technique
is unobtrusive. This means that the tech-
nique does not cause the persons being ob-
served to be aware of the fact that they
are being observed.
2.4.11.2 Review the ideal technique.
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2.4.11.2.1 Is it practical? If yes, pro-
ceed to the next step. If not,
proceed to 2.4.11.4.
2.4.11.2.2 Does the ideal technique al-
ready exist? If so, go to
2.4.11.5. If not, proceed to
the next step.
2.4.11.3 Design the ideal technique.
2.4.11.4 Design the practical observation technique
by modifying the ideal technique so that
it can be implemented within the available
resources
.
2.4.11.5 Design the sampling plan.
2.4.11.6 Design the recording device.
2.4.11.7 If possible, field test the recording de-
vice and observational technique.
2.4.11.8 Report the measurement plan to the decision
maker for final approval or modification.
2.4.11.9 Implement the measurement plan.
2.4.11.10 Report the measurement results to the deci-
sion maker.
2.4.11.11 Have the decision maker decide whether or
not the component that was measured is a
problem that he/she would like to solve
using the Methodology.
2.5 Recycle to 2.2.8 and repeat the defining and measuring
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process for any other sentences that the decision maker
would like to examine.
2.6 Prioritize all problems that have been identified through
the above steps.
2.7 Evaluate the implementation of this major process.
2.8 Cycle back to step 1.6.7 and choose the next piece of work
to be done.
Gaps Identified in Major Process 3.0:
Determine a Statement of the Purpose with Respect to the
Problem Area with Which This Application of the
Methodology Will Deal
3.2 The decision maker chooses the component (s) of what need(s)
are to be met using the Methodology.
In this step, the decision maker chooses the problems that he/she
would like to solve using the Methodology. In this decision making meth-
odology, a problem is defined as an unmet need or unmet need component
that a decision maker is interested in meeting. However, the above step
is redundant; it asks the decision maker to repeat an activity that has
already performed. The new version of step 1.6 contains a specific sub-
step, 1.6.2, in which the decision maker identifies the problems to be
solved. Because the above step is redundant, it was deleted from the
Methodology.
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The above step is essentially a planning mechanism specifically
developed for a decision maker who wants to solve more than one problem
from within a problem area. For such a decision maker, a separate appli-
cation matrix is developed for each problem that the decision maker is
interested in solving. However, previous changes have made the above
step unnecessary. The new version of step 1.6, the step in which the
application of the Methodology is planned, does not include the develop-
ment of an application matrix. The concept of an application matrix as
a planning mechanism was questioned and finally abandoned because it
would be impractical to develop. The impracticality of developing an
application matrix was discussed in detail when the new version of step
1.6 was presented. Because the above step is unnecessary, it was deleted
from the Methodology.
3.4 The decision maker determines what is presently known about
the need which is to be met by performing any combination of
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the following tasks:
3.4.1 Read literature which relates to the need.
3.4.2 Talking to people whose work is involved in meeting the
need.
3.4.3 Examine actual efforts to meet the need.
3.4.4 Talk to people who are or have been effected or served
by efforts to meet the need.
3.4.5 Talk to people who at one time were involved in meeting
the need but who have discontinued their involvement.
3.4.6 Think about the need.
3.4.7 Try out tools that already exist for meeting the need.
Two major gaps were identified in the above step. The first in'
volved practicality. The second involved necessity. The necessity
of
the above step may be questioned if a decision maker already
has a com-
prehensive understanding of most of the information that
already exists
on solving a particular problem. True, a knowledgeable
decision maker
may want to increase his/her knowledge; however,
before additional infer
mation is acquired, the benefits should be balanced
against the costs.
For a decision maker who is relatively uninformed,
the benefits would
normally outweigh the costs. However, for
a well Informed decision maker,
the opposite may be true. In order to
fill this gap, it is recommended
that the above procedures be redesigned
so that they provide for first
identifying the information that the
decision maker already possesses
with respect to solving a particular
problem and then analyzing that
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information with respect to such factors as its breath, its timeliness,
the expertise of the individual or group who produced it, and the nature
of the methods used to generate it. The recommended procedures were not
designed during the course of this study because the author believed that
they would not be difficult to design.
The above procedures are impractical because they could very eas-
ily consume a great deal of the decision maker’s resources. This is pos-
sible because the above procedures require the decision maker to carry out
those activities that might expand his/her understanding of a particular
problem. It might be a more efficient use of the decision maker's resources
if the methodologist acquired information from sources identified by the
decision maker. This could be done by having the decision maker identify
the types of information that he/she needs, generate a list of alternative
sources from which this information might be acquired, prioritize these
sources on the basis of such criteria as the availability of the source,
the practicality of obtaining information from the source, the probability
that the source will produce information that the decision maker will ac-
tually use, the amount of Information that the source possesses, the na-
ture of the methods used by the source to acquire the information o the
timeliness of the information. Having done this, the decision maker and
the methodologist could then develop plans for acquiring information from
the sources according to their priorities. Using this approach, the meth-
odologist would do the acquisition while the decision maker would determine
the specifics of what is to be acquired. The decision maker would
also de-
termine how and from where the information is to be acquired.
Specific
procedures were not designed to fill this gap because the above
descrip-
tion may be viewed as a basic outline of the changes that
need to be made.
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3.8 Test the chosen purpose.
3.8.5 Is the purpose ethical?
3. 8. 5.1 Is the purpose consistent with the method-
ologist's value system?
3. 8. 5.
2
Will the purpose, when accomplished, promote
the general welfare?
3. 8. 5.
3
Revise the purpose until it is ethical with
respect to the above standards.
The above steps did not provide for testing the purpose against
the decision maker's value system. It is possible that in the pressure
of having to solve a particular problem, the decision maker may draft a
purpose that violates one of his/her high priority personal values. The
possibility of such a conflict should be considered; and if such a con-
flict is discovered, it should be resolved. If it went unresolved, there
might be a significant decrease in the respect that the decision maker
has for him/herself, for his/her employers, for his/her clients, and pos-
sibly for the methodologist and the Methodology. To fill this gap, the
following changes were made.
3.8.5 Is the purpose ethical?
3. 8. 5.1 Is the purpose consistent with the decision maker’s
value system?
3. 8. 5.
2
Is the purpose, consistent with the methodologist s
value system?
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3. 8. 5. 3 Will the purpose, when accomplished, promote the
general welfare?
3. 8. 5. 4 Revise the purpose until it is ethical with respect
to the above standards.
In examining the wording of the above step, the author realized
that It did not specify to whom the purpose is to be desirable. Is it
the intention of this step to determine whether or not the purpose is
desirable to the decision maker? It is unnecessary to do so because it
was already determined whether or not the purpose carried the decision
maker's commitment. The author believes that a decision maker would not
freely commit him/herself to a purpose that was personally undesirable.
Therefore, the above step may be redundant if its intention is to check
to see if the purpose is desirable to the decision maker.
In examining the above step, the author realized that its inten-
tion was not to determine if the purpose was desirable to the decision
maker but rather its intention was to determine whether or not the purpose
would have any serious negative consequences on those who might partici-
pate in or be effected by a solution designed to accomplish it. An ideal
purpose is one that has absolutely no negative consequences at all on
anybody. Although such a purpose is very difficult to develop, every
should be made to do so. To fill this gap, the author redesigned
the above step. The revised version appears below.
3.8.6 Determine if the purpose will have any serious negative ef-
fects on those who might participate in or be effected by a
solution to accomplish it. If the purpose will produce such
effects, change it so that they are eliminated or minimized.
Gaps Identified in Major Process 4.0:
Conceptualize the Ideal Solution
4.0 Conceptualize the ideal solution.
4.2 Develop a preliminary list of ideal solutions.
4.2.1 Define the term "ideal solution."
4.2.2 Develop a list of solutions consistent with the
definition.
When the above steps were originally developed , the author assumed
that different decision makers would have different definitions of the
term "ideal solution." If this assumption were true, then one of the
initial steps in the conceptualization of an ideal solution should be ob-
taining a decision maker’s definition of the term "ideal solution. If
this were not done, the solution that was conceptualized in this major
process would most likely not be ideal, at least not according to the
de-
cision maker’s definition.
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In examining the above step, the author realized that the assump-
tion on which it was based may only be true in a very limited number of
cases. This author has worked with few decision makers who have signifi-
cantly different definitions of the term "ideal solution." Most of the
decision makers with whom this author has worked, and these decision mak-
ers are a reasonably diverse group with respect to age, sex and institu-
tional position, hold a common definition of an ideal solution. These de-
cision makers define an ideal solution as one which has been designed for
a situation in which there are unlimited resources.
If most decision makers hold a common definition of an ideal so-
lution, then developing such a solution may simply involve having them
conceptualize a solution that is consistent with that definition. It may
be unnecessary to first "define the term ideal solution" and then develop
a solution that is consistent with that definition. In order to solve
this problem, the following corrections were made:
4.0 Conceptualize the ideal solution.
4.2 Develop a list of alternative ideal solutions.
4.2.1 Record the decision maker’s response to the follow-
ing stimuli: "Imagine a situation in which you have
unlimited resources. How might you accomplish your
purpose in such a situation?" "Imagine that at this
very moment you have access to unlimited resources.
How would you use these resources to accomplish your
purpose if you were to accomplish it right now?"
4.2.2 Repeat the above step for situations in which there
are unlimited amounts of certain types of resources
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such as money, time, curricular material, instruc-
tional hardware, personnel, space, etc.
In Version III of Decision Making Methodology, the above steps
were used to test the completeness of a list of ideal solutions. The
completeness of the list was tested by first generating a series of usual
solutions and then changing these usual solutions so that they are consis-
tent with the decision maker's definition of the term "ideal solution."
Changing step 4.2.1 necessitated changing these steps because in the new
version of step 4.2.1, a decision maker is no longer asked to define the
term "ideal solution." Thus, a list of usual solutions cannot be made
ideal by modifying them so that they are consistent with a decision maker's
definition because the definition was not developed in the first place.
However, a list of usual solutions could be made ideal by having the
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decision maker change them 30 that they would be consistent with a situ-
ation in which there are unlimited resources to implement them. Changing
the above steps in this way would make them consistent with the new ver-
sion of step 4.2.1. The changes that were made appear below.4.2.3
Test the completeness of the decision maker's list of alterna-
tive ideal solutions by doing any one or combination of the
following things:
4. 2. 3.1 Have others repeat the last two steps.
4. 2. 3. 2 Read utopian, critical or futuristic literature on
the problem area.
4. 2. 3. 3 Make usual solutions ideal solutions.
4. 2.3. 3.1 Develop a list of usual solutions for this
purpose.
4. 2. 3. 3. 1.1 Write down all the ways that
you could accomplish this pur-
pose.
4. 2. 3. 3. 1.2 Write down all the ways that
you could fail to accomplish
this purpose and then state
them positively so that they
are ways of accomplishing the
purpose.
4. 2. 3. 3. 1.3 If you were actually accom-
plishing the purpose, what
would you be doing?
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4. 2. 3. 3. 1.4 Write down all the unusual
ways of accomplishing the
purpose.
4.2.3. 3.1.5 Combine all responses into a
single list of solutions.
4. 2. 3. 3. 1.6 Test this list for completeness.
4. 2. 3. 3.
2
Develop a list of usual solutions to simi-
lar purposes or problems.
4.2.3. 3. 2.1 Develop a list of problems or
purposes which are similar to
this one.
4. 2. 3. 3. 2. 2 Of the problems identified,
determine which ones have ac-
tually been dealt with by the
decision maker and which have
not.
4. 2. 3. 3. 2. 3 For the ones which have been
actually dealt with, complete
the following sentences.
4. 2. 3. 3. 2.
3.1
State how you
solved the problem if you
dealt with it successfully.
Can you state any other
ways of solving the prob-
lem? If so, state them.
4. 2. 3. 3. 2. 3.
2
State how you
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failed to solve the prob-
lem if you dealt with it
unsuccessfully. Can you
state any other ways in
which you could have failed
to solve the problem? If
so, state them and then
make them positive so that
they may be considered as
ways of solving the problem.
A. 2. 3. 3. 2. 3.
3
State any unusual
ways in which you could
have solved this problem.
A. 2. 3. 3. 2.
A
For the problems that have not
been actually dealt with, com-
plete the following sentences.
A. 2. 3. 3. 2. A.
1
Write down all
the ways in which this prob-
lem could be solved.
A. 2. 3. 3. 2. A.
2
Write down and
then negate all the ways
by which you could have
failed to solve the problem.
A. 2. 3. 3. 2. A.
3
Write down what
you would be actually doing
if you were solving the
problem.
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4 . 2 . 3 . 3 . 2 . 4 . A Write down
all the unusual ways in
which you could solve the
problem.
4. 2. 3. 3. 2.
5
Combine all the above responses
into a single list.
4. 2.3.3. 2.6 Test the list for completeness.
.2. 3. 3.
3
Develop a list of solutions to problems that
have nothing to do with the original problem.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.1 Develop a list of problems that
have nothing to do with the or-
iginal problem.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
2
For each of the above problems,
write out all the ways you
could solve the problem.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
3
For each of the above problems,
write out all the ways in which
you could fail to solve the
problem and then state them
positively.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
4
If you were actually solving
the problem, write down what
you would be doing.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
5
Write down all the unusual ways
of accomplishing the problem.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
6
Combine all the above into a
single list.
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4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
7
Test the list for complete-
ness .
4. 2. 3. 3.
4
Combine all the above lists (4. 2. 3. 3. 1.6/
4. 2. 3. 3. 2. 6/4. 2. 3. 3. 3. 7) into a single list
of usual solutions.
4. 2. 3. 3. 5 Have the decision maker review the list and
discard any solutions that he/she believes
would not accomplish the original purpose.
4. 2. 3. 3. 6 Choose the first/next usual solution that
will be made into an ideal solution.
4. 2. 3. 3. 7 Make the chosen solution an ideal solution
by modifying it in light of a situation in
which there are unlimited resources avail-
able for its implementation.
4. 2. 3. 3. 8 If resources permit, have the decision maker
modify the usual solution in light of a
situation in which there are unlimited
amounts of specific types of resources
such as time, money, personnel, curricular
material, instructional hardware, etc.
4. 2. 3. 3.
9
Recycle to step 4. 2. 3. 3.
5
and repeat the
last two steps for as many of the usual
solutions as possible.
4. 2. 3.
4
Have the decision maker review these additional lists
of ideal solutions and make any changes in the
origin-
al list of ideal solutions that he/she believes
are
necessary
.
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4.5 Choose the most appropriate ideal solution.
4.5.1 Develop the criteria on which the selection will be
made.
4.5.2 Choose the alternatives to be tested.
4.5.3 Prepare the chosen alternatives for testing.
4.5.4 Choose the activities to be tested.
4.5.5 Plan for testing.
4.5.6 Implement the plan for testing.
4.5.7 Evaluate.
The above procedures are essentially a mechanism for field test-
ing a set of alternative ideal solutions. When these procedures were or-
iginally developed, the author believed that field testing, when done
rigorously, would provide a decision maker with highly reliable informa-
tion concerning the effectiveness of a set of alternative ideal solutions.
Nothing has changed that belief. However, there is a problem. Field
testing is costly—very costly. In fact, the most costly type of field
test may well be one in which an ideal solution is being examined.
Field testing an ideal solution can be so costly because an ideal
solution is very costly to implement; and if an ideal solution is to be
field tested, it must be implemented, at least in part. An ideal solu-
tion is, at least according to this Methodology, a solution that has been
designed for a situation in which there are unlimited resources available
for designing and implementing the solution. In such a situation, a
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decision maker may very well come up with a solution which requires un-
limited resources to be carried out. However, decision makers usually
real rather than ideal 1 environments and will therefore,
in all likelihood, have only a limited amount of resources to carry out
this step. Usually, the only way that an ideal solution can be field
tested is to test parts of it. This approach will provide the decision
maker with incomplete though highly reliable data. The data will be re-
liable because it will have been generated through field testing as op-
posed to such less rigorous techniques as modelling or simulation. The
data will be incomplete because it does not reflect an examination of
the entire solution. It only reflects the examination of specific solu-
tion parts. Thus, field testing is not a panecea; it has its strengths
and weaknesses, even though in theory it is a very effective way of
choosing among alternative solutions to a particular problem.
Given this problem, the above step is incomplete. A wider range
of options, field testing being one of them, should be available to a de-
cision maker for the purpose of choosing the most appropriate ideal solu-
tion. To solve this problem, the above step was completely redesigned.
The new version contains a variety of selection procedures. These pro-
cedures include estimating the probability of success for each of the al-
ternative solutions, having experts estimate the probability of success
for each of the alternative solutions (this procedure is normally referred
to as the Delphi technique), modelling, simulation, and finally field
testing. These options do not represent an absolutely complete list
of
the available selection techniques. What these options do
represent is
a series of techniques that the author believes could be
used effectively
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in a variety of situations, each of which differs with respect to the
amount of resources that is available for the selection process. Esti-
mating the probability of success for each of the alternative solutions
might be effective in a ’’low" resource situation. On the other hand,
field testing the alternative solutions would be much more effective if
a relatively large amount of resources were available for the selection
process. When the resources are neither very large nor quite small,
techniques such as Delphi, modelling or simulation could be employed.
At this point in the Methodology’s development, the amount of resources
needed for each selection technique has not been operationally defined.
This represents a gap in these procedures. The author did not fill this
gap due to resource limitations.
The decision maker chooses the selection technique to be used.
The decision maker selects the technique that he/she believes will work
best, given the available resources. This selection is made after each
technique has been explained to the decision maker by the methodologist.
The methodologist’s explanation is critical. In this explanation, the
methodologist will use his/her understanding of the selection techniques
to describe the type and the amount of data that can be expected to be
generated by each technique. It is important to note that in this de-
scription, the methodologist is explaining and not prescribing; the meth-
odologist is instructing rather than advertising. The methodologist
should not, in any way, coerce the decision maker into using a selection
technique to which the decision maker is not committed.
Procedures have been developed for implementing two of the selec-
tion techniques. These techniques are estimating the probability of
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success for each of the alternative solutions and field testing the al-
ternative solutions. Procedures were developed for implementing these
options because the development of such procedures was practical. The
author has had experience in the design and utilization of these two
techniques, and this experience was called upon in the development of
procedures for their implementation. This was not the case with respect
to the selection techniques of modelling, simulation and the Delphi pro-
cedure. The author does not have extensive experience in the utiliza-
tion of these techniques and before procedures for their implementation
could be developed, he/she would have to investigate each of these tech-
niques thoroughly. Because the author did not have the resources neces-
sary to do a rigorous analysis of these techniques, procedures for their
implementation were not developed. However, the author has included un-
der each of these techniques references as to where a methodologist or
a reader might find a general outline of the procedures necessary for
their implementation. What appears below is the new version of the set
of steps for selecting the most appropriate ideal solution.
A. 3 Choose the most appropriate ideal solution.
A. 3.1 Determine the resources that are available for the se-
lection process.
A. 3.
2
Allocate these resources among the solutions to be ex-
amined .
A. 3.
3
If only a very small amount of resources are allocated
to each alternative solution, the decision maker may
want to do either or both of the following things:
A. 3. 3.1 Narrow the list down so that a larger amount
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of resources can be allocated to each alterna-
tive solution.
4. 3. 3. 2 Acquire additional resources so that a larger
amount of resources can be allocated to each al-
ternative solution.
4.3.4 Allocate the resources for each alternative among the ac-
tivities of the selection processes that are documented
in steps 4.3.8 through 4.3.12.
4.3.5 The methodologist examines the allocation and then de-
scribes to the decision maker the type of results that
can be expected to be generated by each of the selection
processes. This description should not be judgemental.
It should be informative. It should outline, as objec-
tively and as completely as possible, the type and amount
of data that can be expected to be generated by each se-
lection process, given the resources that are available
to implement the respective processes.
4.3.6 The decision maker selects the process that he/she be-
lieves will be most effective. This selection can be
based on such criteria as the degree to which the solu-
tions are fully developed during the selection process.
A process that operationally defines the solution is ad-
visable to one that does not develop the solution past
the level of a general descriptive statement. Another
criteria that could be used is the extent to which the
selection process provides for the actual implementation
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of the solution. A process in which the solution is
actually carried out to determine its ability to accom-
plish the decision maker's purpose is advisable to one
in which the effects of implementing the solution are
imagined rather than observed directly.
4.3.7 Proceed to the set of steps that provide for implementing
the chosen selection process. Step 4.3.8 should be used
if estimating the probabilities of the success of the al-
ternative solutions was the process chosen; step 4.3.9
should be used if the Delphi technique was the process
chosen; step 4.3.10 should be used if modelling was the
process that was chosen; step 4.3.11 should be used if
simulation was the process that was chosen; and step
4.3.12 should be used if field testing was the process
that was chosen.
4.3.8 Estimate the probabilities of success for each of the al-
ternative solutions.
4. 3. 8.1 Generate the criteria against which the alterna-
tives will be measured by having the decision
maker perform the following activities:
4. 3. 8. 1.1 Imagine a hypothetical situation in
which your purpose has just been ac-
complished. All the people, places,
objects, etc. involved with your pur-
pose are in this situation; this in
eludes yourself . Look at this situation;
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observe it very carefully. On a
separate piece of paper, put down
all the events, actions and verbal-
izations that tell you that your pur-
pose has been accomplished.
4. 3. 8. 1.2 If resources allow, have other people
do the above and use their input to
make changes on your original list.
4. 3. 8. 1.3 If resources allow and you have never
had a similar problem before, think
up all the criteria that you used then
to tell yourself that you had success-
fully accomplished this similar prob-
lem. Check your original list to see
if each of your criteria is on the
list; for any criteria that are not on
the list, add them to the list.
4. 3. 8. 1.4 Check through the list and for each
criteria, decide if it is truly a cri-
teria for you; that is, if this criter-
ia does not happen, does that really
tell you that your purpose has failed?
Cross off any criteria that do not
pass this test.
4. 3. 8. 1.5 Choose the six most important criteria
on your list. That is, choose those
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criteria that tell you more than any
others that your purpose is accomplished.
If there are more than six, then do
not stop at six but try to choose at
least six.
4. 3. 8.
2
Construct a selection matrix.
4. 3. 8. 2.1 Count the number of alternatives to
be examined.
4. 3. 8. 2.
2
Count the number of selection criteria
to be used.
4. 3. 8. 2.
3
Construct a matrix whose number of rows
equals one plus the number of alter-
native solutions and whose number of
columns equals one plus the number of
selection criteria.
4. 3. 8. 2.
4
Invent a short name for each alterna-
tive solution.
4. 3. 8. 2.
5
Enter these names in the first column
of the matrix starting with the second
cell in that column. There should be
one alternative per cell.
4. 3. 8. 2.
6
Invent a short name for each selection
criteria.
4. 3. 8. 2.
7
Enter these names in the first row of
the matrix starting with the second
cell in that row. There should be one
criterion per cell.
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4. 3. 8. 3 Measure the alternatives against the selection
criteria.
4. 3. 8. 3.1 Take the first alternative solution
and look at it in relation to the cri-
teria for accomplishing the purpose.
4. 3. 8. 3.
2
For each criterion, decide whether
the solution is likely to accomplish
that criterion and put an ML" in the
appropriate cell of the matrix if it
is likely to (that is, the chance is
greater than fifty percent as you es-
timate it)
.
You must estimate how
probable this is based on your percep-
tions of the solution. Put an "N" in
the appropriate cell of the matrix if
the solution is not likely to meet the
criterion.
4. 3. 8. 3.
3
For each criterion for which there is
an "L" under the solution, determine
the probability that the solution will
accomplish each of these criteria. Be
cause you put an "L" in the cell, the
probabilities will be greater than or
equal to .5.
4. 3. 8. 3.
4
For each criterion for which there is
an "N" under the solution, determine
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the probability that the solution
will accomplish this criterion. This
probability should be less than or
equal to .49.
4. 3. 8. 3. 5 Do this process for each of the solu-
tions listed in the matrix. If the
resources are short, prioritize the
solutions as to the ones you feel most
likely to accomplish the purpose and
then do the above process for as many
of the solutions as possible, accord-
ing to their priority order.
4. 3. 8. 3. 6 If resources allow, have other persons
perform the above steps and then use
their input to revise your probabili-
ties if you believe that such revision
is warranted.
4. 3. 8. 4 Choose the most appropriate solution.
4. 3. 8. 4.1 Choose the first solution listed on
the matrix.
4. 3. 8. 4. 2 Total the probabilities of that alter-
native, meeting each of the selection
criteria.^
^In the above process, the selection of the most appropriate solu-
tion is not made on the basis of weighted criteria. Procedures for
using
weighted criteria were not developed during the course of this study
be
cause the author believed that the above steps were adequate for
estimat-
ing the probabilities of success for each of the alternative
solutions.
However, when this step is more fully developed, procedures
could be acded
for the use of weighted criteria.
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A. 3. 8 . 4. 3 Repeat the above two steps for each
alternative listed in the matrix.
4. 3. 8. 4. 4 Choose that solution whose total is
the highest.4.3.9
Choose the most appropriate solution through the use of
the Delphi technique. A general outline of the procedures
necessary to implement this technique can be found in any
one of the following sources: The Delphi Method, Substance
Context, A Critique and an Annotated Bibliography (Pill,
1971), The Delphi Method and Urbanization (B. Marley-Clark,
1974), or Personnel Administration in 1980: A Delphi Study
(Lackmann, 1972).
4.3.10 Use modelling to choose the most appropriate solution: A
general outline of the procedures necessary to construct
a model may be found in any one of the following sources:
Visualizing Change, Model Building and the Change Process
(Lippitt, 1973), Work Design: A Systems Concept (Nadler,
1970), An Organizational Management (Michael and Jones,
1973).
4.3.11 Choose the most appropriate solution through the use of a
simulation process. A general outline of the procedures
necessary to carry out simulations may be found in any one
of the following sources: Handbook of Games and Simulation
Exercises (Gibbs, 1974), and Simulation and Gaming in the
Social Sciences (Inbar, 1972).
4.3.12 Field test the alternative solutions.
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A. 3. 12.1
A. 3. 12.
2
A. 3. 12.
3
A. 3. 12.
A
A. 3. 12.
5
A. 3. 12.
Allocate the resources among the alternatives
to be field tested.
Allocate the resources for each alternative
among the procedures of this step.
Determine when the alternatives are to be field
tested. This is a preliminary determination
and may change as the alternative solutions be-
come more clearly defined.
For each alternative, determine when the details
of the field test are to be worked out. The de-
cision maker should identify a period of time
prior to implementation of the field test dur-
ing which the procedures of this step up to but
not including A. 3. 12. 26 can be carried out.
Choose the first/next alternative solution for
which the details of the field test are to be
worked out.
Design the major elements of the solution.
A. 3. 12. 6.1 Develop an initial list of major ele-
ments.
A. 3. 12. 6. 1.1 Imagine and write down
all the ways in which you could
implement this alternative solu-
tion avoiding all problems.
A. 3. 12. 6. 1.2 Imagine and write down
in what ways you could fail to
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implement this alternative solu-
tion.
4.3.12.6.1.3 Imagine the solution
being implemented; write down
what is happening.
4.3.12.6.1.4 Think up elements that
have nothing to do with imple-
menting the solution and consider
whether they do or not.
4.3.12.6.1.5 Create one list from
all the lists generated in the
previous steps. For the elements
generated in 4.3.12.6.1.2, change
their statements so that they de-
scribe an element that could be
used in the implementation of
the solution.
4.3.12.6.2 Test the completeness of the list of
major elements by performing any com-
bination of the following activities:
4.3.12.6.2.1 Have others perform the
previous steps. Examine their
responses and decide if their
list of elements contains ele-
ments that you would like to add
to your original list. If so,
do so.
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A. 3. 12.
7
4.3.12.8
4.3.12.
4.3.12.6.2.2 Think up alternative
to your original list of elements
and then consider if these alter-
natives should be added to your
original list. Make any addi-
tions that you believe are appro-
priate.
4.3.12.6.2.3 Think up unusual ways
of implementing the alternative
solution and then consider if
these items could be one of the
solution's major elements. If
you believe that they can, you
should add them to your original
list of major elements.
Examine your list of major elements and discard
any that you believe are not necessary for the
implementation of the solution.
Arrange the major elements in the order in which
they would be implemented if the alternative so-
lution were actually being carried out.
Have the decision maker review the list of ele-
ments to make sure that he/ she has a clear idea
of what each element means, that there is a log-
ical flow from one element to another, and that
critical elements are not missing from the list.
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This review may give the decision maker an in-
sight into the possible effectiveness of a
particular alternative solution. If this in-
sight indicates to the decision maker that the
alternative would be clearly ineffective or at
best much less effective than some other al-
ternative, the decision maker may want to halt
the field testing of this alternative and al-
locate the resources remaining for the testing
of this alternative to some other section of
the Methodology or to some other problem that
is of concern to the decision maker.
4.3.12.10 Confirm the elements with any other individuals
or groups whom the decision maker may choose on
the basis of law, policy or personal preference.
This procedure provides the decision maker with
the option of offering the solution's list of
elements to others for their critique. Their
comments may give the decision maker the same
insight that may have been gained in the pre-
vious step; that is, an insight into the solu-
tion's effectiveness. If such an insight is
gained, then the decision maker should consider
the same option that was discussed above.
4.3.12.11 Choose the elements to be field tested. This
choice could be made on the basis of such
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criteria as: which elements are most critical
with respect to the solution accomplishing its
purpose; which elements have to be implemented
first; which elements have the highest risk of
failure; which elements are most confusing to
the decision maker; which elements would gen-
erate the most serious consequences if they
failed; or which elements consume the greatest
amount of resources? These are possible rather
than mandatory criteria. Others could be used.
However, any criteria used should be at least
approved by and, if possible, developed in co-
operation with the decision maker.
4.3.12.12 For each element, determine when the activities
for implementing that element can be developed.
4.3.12.13 Choose the first/next element for which imple-
mentation activities are to be worked out.
4.3.12.14 Develop the activities necessary to implement
that element.
4.3.12.14.1
Develop an initial list of activ-
ities.
4.3.12.14.1.1 Imagine and write
down all the ways in which you
could implement this element,
avoiding all problems.
4.3.12.14.1.2 Imagine and write
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down in what ways you could
fail to implement this ele-
ment.
4.3.12.14.1.3 Imagine the element
being implemented; write down
what is happening.
4.3.12.14.1.4 Think up activities
that have nothing to do with
implementing this element and
consider whether they do or
not.
4.3.12.14.1.5 Create one list
from all the lists generated
in the previous steps. For
the activities generated in
4.3.12.14.1.2, change their
statements so that they de-
scribe an activity that could
be used in the implementation
of the element.
4.3.12.14.2 Test the completeness of the list
of activities by performing any
combination of the following steps
4.3.12.14.2.1 Have others perform
the previous steps. Examine
their responses and decide if
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their list of activities con-
tains activities that you
would like to add to your or-
iginal list. If so, do so.
A .3 . 12 . 14 . 2 . 2 Think up alterna-
tives to your original list
of activities and then con-
sider if these alternatives
should be added to your ori-
ginal list. Make any addi-
tions that you believe are
appropriate.
4. 3. 12.14. 2. 3 Think up unusual
ways of implementing the ele-
ment and then consider if
these items could be one of
the activities for implement-
ing the element. If you be-
lieve that they can, you should
add them to your original list
of activities.
4.3.12.15 Examine your list of activities and discard
any that you believe are not necessary for
the implementation of the element.
4.3.12.16 Arrange the activities in the order in which
they would be implemented if the element were
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actually being carried out.
4.3.12.17 Have the decision maker review the list of
activities to make sure that he/she has a
clear idea of what each activity means, that
there is a logical flow from one activity to
another, and that critical activities are not
missing from the list.
4.3.12.18 Confirm the activities with any individuals
or groups whom the decision maker may choose
on the basis of law, policy or personal pref-
erence.
4.3.12.19 Choose the activities to be field tested.
This choice could be made on the basis of such
criteria as: which activities are most criti-
cal with respect to accomplishing the purpose;
which activities have to be implemented first;
which activities have the highest risk of fail-
ure; which activities are most confusing to
the decision maker; which activities would gen-
erate the most serious consequences if they
failed; or which activities consume the great-
est amount of resources. These are possible
rather than mandatory criteria. Others could
be used. However, any criteria used should be
at least approved by and, if possible, devel-
oped in cooperation with the decision maker.
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4.3.12.20 Determine when each activity can be field
tested.
4.3.12.21 Choose the first/next activity to be field
tested
.
4.3.12.22 Develop the criteria against which the activ-
ities will be tested. These criteria could be
drawn from any one of the following sources:
the purpose of the activity; the purpose of
the element of which the activity is a part;
the purpose of the solution of which the ele-
ment is a part; the goals that the decision
maker has for the field test.
4.3.12.23 Develop an observational technique for measur-
ing the effectiveness of the activity in meet-
ing the chosen criteria.
4.3.12.24 Determine if any additional tests are to be or
can be carried out at this time. If so, cycle
to step 4.3.12.22 if these additional tests
are to involve additional activities of the
same element; to step 4.3.12.14 if these addi-
tional tests are to involve other elements of
the same alternative solution; or to step
4.3.12.5 if these additional tests are to in-
volve different alternatives.
4.3.12.25 Implement the tests that have been planned.
4.3.12.26 Compile the results of the tests that have
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been implemented.
A. 3. 12.27 Review the results compiled.
A. 3. 12. 28 Carry out any additional testing that remains
to be done. No testing will remain to be done
if the decision maker believes that he/she can
choose the most appropriate solution based on
the testing already performed. Also, no test-
ing will remain to be done if the resources
for implementing this step have run out. It
is also possible that the decision maker will
be dissatisfied with the results of previous
testing and may want to perform additional
tests. If additional testing is to be per-
formed, the methodologist should repeat appro-
priate sections of the above procedures.
A. 3. 12. 29 Choose the most appropriate ideal solution
using the results of the testing that has been
performed.
A. A Have the decision maker review the solution to make sure that
he/she believes that it is the most effective way of accomplish-
ing the purpose. If the decision maker is not convinced as to
the solution’s effectiveness, then the solution should be changed.
At this point, the decision maker may want to develop an entirely
different solution. If a new solution is developed, the decision
maker should examine it against his/her purpose using one of the
above selection processes.
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4.5 Confirm the chosen solution with any individuals or groups that
the decision maker may choose on the basis of law, policy or
personal preference.
4.6 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major process.
4.7 Determine if the ideal solution is a feasible way of accomplish-
ing the purpose. If the ideal solution is also a feasible solu-
tion, proceed to step 6.0 and plan the implementation of the so-
lution. If not, simply proceed to the next step.
4.8 Cycle back to step 1.6.7.
Gaps Identified in Major Process 5.0:
Develop the Actual Solutions
5.0
Develop the actual solution.
5.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
5.2 Arrange the parts of the ideal solution into the order in
which they will be worked on.
5.3 For the first (next) part, state the part's purpose.
5.4 Identify the resources that are actually available to
implement this part.
5.5 Develop feasible alternatives to the ideal part.
5.5.1 Write down all the things that you would need to
accomplish the purpose of the part.
5.5.2 Write down all the things that if you did not have
might cause you to fail to accomplish the purpose j
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of the part.
5.5.3 Write down all the things that you would be ac-
tually using if you were accomplishing the part’s
purpose.
5.5.4 Write down all the unusual things that you might
use to accomplish the purpose of the part.
5.5.5 Write down all those things that have nothing to
do with your accomplishing the purpose of the part.
5.5.6 Test the above list for completeness.
5.5.7 Review each alternative developed above in light
of the resources actually available to make sure
that the alternative is feasible.
Four gaps were discovered in the above steps. The first gap in-
volved step 5.2. That step did not provide for the different levels of
specificity to which the ideal solution could have been developed in the
previous major process. This step assumed that the major elements of
the ideal solution had already been developed. This assumption may or
may not be true. How fully the ideal solution is developed depends upon
the technique used in the previous major process to select the ideal so-
lution from a set of alternative ideal solutions. The new version of
step 4.5 provides the decision maker with a number of selection tech-
niques. These techniques include field testing, simulation, modelling,
the Delphi procedure, and estimating the probabilities of success for
each of the alternative ideal solutions. Field testing, simulation and
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modelling require that the ideal solution be developed to at least the
level of its major elements. However, when selecting the most appropri-
ate ideal solution through the use of estimation or through the use of
the Delphi procedure, the ideal solution need not be developed past the
level of a general descriptive statement. If the major elements of the
ideal solution were not developed, the methodologist may be unable to
implement the above step. In this case, the methodologist and the de-
cision maker would have reached a "dead end." This is a serious problem
because it represents a break in the Methodology's continuity, in the log-
ical flow that should exist from procedure to procedure.
The second, third and fourth gaps all involved step 5.5. In or-
der to fill these gaps, step 5.5 was completely redesigned. The second
gap involves the fact that this step does not provide for using the in-
formation generated in either step 5.4 or 5.3. In step 5.3, the purpose
of a particular part of the ideal solution is identified. In step 5.4,
the resources that are available to implement that part are identified.
These two steps lay the foundation for developing feasible alternatives
to the ideal solution. Given the information that is generated in these
two steps, a feasible alternative to the ideal solution can be developed
by designing alternatives to each part of the ideal solution that can ac-
complish the part's purpose within the resources that are available for
implementing the part.
The third gap involves the fact that step 5.5 contains no proce-
dures for making the feasible alternatives as similar to the ideal solu-
tion as possible. The ideal solution is a target. A feasible solution
should be as similar to the ideal solution as possible because the ideal
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solution represents the solution that is most desirable to the decision
maker. If this approach were not followed, then the feasible solution,
the solution that is to be implemented, may not be optimal with respect
to the decision maker’s desires. In this case, the Methodology will most
likely fail to accomplish its purpose which is to make decisions, which
are optimal with respect to a decision maker's desires. Such a decision
may be interpreted as the implementation of a solution that is optimal
with respect to the desires of a decision maker. Thus, the solutions
generated in this step should not only be feasible, but they should also
be as ideal as possible.
The fourth gap involves the sub-steps that have been developed
for implementing step 5.5. Each of these sub-steps asks the decision
maker to identify things. A decision maker could quite easily equate the
word "things" with the concept of hardware. In such a situation, objects
rather than alternative parts would be generated. Such a situation would
represent a serious problem because an alternative part is much more than
the material resources necessary to carry it out, and if all these steps
do is identify those resources, then they are critically incomplete. The
new version of the above steps appears below.
5.0
Develop the actual solution.
5.1 Plan the implementation of this major process.
5.2 Determine if the elements of the ideal solution have been
developed. If they have, then proceed to the next step.
If not, then proceed to step 5.6.
5.3 Arrange the parts of the ideal solution in the order In
which feasible alternatives will be designed for them.
5.4 Allocate the resources for implementing the rest of this
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major process among the parts of the ideal solution.
5.5 Choose the first/next ideal part for which a feasible al-
ternative is to be developed.
5.6 State the purpose of the ideal part or ideal solution.
5.7 Determine the resources that are actually available for
implementing the ideal part or the ideal solution.
5.8 Have the decision maker respond to the following stimulus:
Imagine a situation in which you only have (the amount of
resources identified in step 5.7) available for (accom-
plishing the purpose identified in step 5.6). How might
you change (the ideal solution or part) so that it can be
implemented within the available resources? Every effort
should be made to change the ideal solution as little as
possible.
5.9 Test the completeness of the decision maker’s list of fea-
sible alternatives by performing any combination of the
following activities:
5.9.1 Have others repeat step 5.8.
5.9.2 Ask the decision maker to imagine a situation in
which he/she is at this very moment actually attempt-
ing to accomplish the purpose of the ideal solution
or part within the resources that are available for
implementing that solution or part. Have him/her
observe that situation very carefully and write down
all that he/she sees happening. Have him/her then
consider whether the items that have been identified
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might be viewed as feasible alternatives and, if so,
add them to the list of feasible alternatives.
5.9.3 Have the decision maker generate alternatives to his/
her feasible alternatives.
5.9.4 If feasible alternatives are being generated for the
ideal solution as a whole, have the decision maker
review the list of usual solutions for accomplishing
the purpose of the ideal solution that were developed
in step 4. 2. 3.
3
and consider whether these usual so-
lutions might be added to the list of feasible solu-
tions .
5.9.5 If feasible alternatives are being developed for a
particular part of the ideal solution, have the de-
cision maker generate usual structures for accomplish-
ing the part’s purpose and then modify these structures
so that they are as ideal as possible.
5.6 Choose the most appropriate feasible alternative. (Refer to
step 4.5).
5.6.1 Develop the criteria on which the selection will be
made (4.5.1).
5.6.2 Choose the alternatives to be tested (4.5.2).
5.6.3 Prepare the alternatives chosen for testing by devel-
oping the activities of each alternative part (4.5.3).
5.6.4 Choose the activities to be tested (4.5.4).
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5.6.5
5.6.6
5.6.7
Plan for testing (A. 5. 5).
Implement the plan for testing (A. 5. 6).
Evaluate (A. 5. 7).
The same problem was identified in the above steps as was identi-
fied in step A. 5. In step A. 5, the most appropriate ideal solution was
selected from among a set of alternative ideal solutions. In step 5.6,
the most appropriate feasible solution is selected from among a set of
alternative feasible solutions. In both steps, field testing is the se-
lection technique used. Neither step provides the decision maker with a
variety of selection techniques, and in this sense they are both incom-
plete. Since both steps have a similar purpose, that is to select the
most appropriate solution from among a set of alternative solutions, be
those alternatives feasible or ideal, and because the same problem was
identified in both, the revisions that were made in step A. 5 were also
made in step 5.6. Since these revisions are extensive and have already
been presented in the discussion of step A. 5, they will not be repeated
here. In examining these revisions, the reader should mentally substitute
the phrase "feasible solution" for the phrase "ideal solution" whenever
the latter phrase appears. This will enable the reader to translate
these revisions into the context of the fifth major process of the Meth-
odology, "Design the Actual Solution." As has already been mentioned,
these revisions are used as procedures for selecting the most appropriate
feasible solution.
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Gaps Identified in Major Process 6.0:
Plan the Implementation of the Solution
The same problem was discovered in the above two steps that was
discovered in step 5.2. The problem is that the above steps assume that
the major parts of the feasible solution have already been developed.
In step 5.2, a similar assumption was made about the parts of the ideal
solution. In both steps, the validity of this assumption depends upon
the technique used in the previous major process to select the most ap-
propriate solution from among a set of alternative ideal solutions or
from among a set of alternative feasible solutions. At least two of the
techniques documented in major processes four and five do not provide
for developing the solution to the level of its major parts. Thus, the
above step does not, as step 5.2 does not, provide for the different
levels of specificity to which the solution could have been developed in
previous major processes. To fill this gap, new procedures were added
to this major process. These new procedures provide a mechanism for
dealing with the different levels of specificity to which the feasible
solution could have been developed.
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6.0
Plan the implementation of the solution.
6.1 Plan the implementation of this major process.
6.2 If the elements of the feasible solution have not been
designed, then proceed to the next step. If the elements
of the feasible solution have been developed, proceed to
step 6.7.
6.3 Design the major elements of the feasible solution.
6.3.1 Imagine and write down all the ways in which you
could implement this solution, avoiding all prob-
lems .
6.3.2 Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail
to implement this solution.
6.3.3 Imagine the solution being implemented; write down
what is happening
.
6.3.4 Think up elements that have nothing to do with im-
plementing the solution and consider whether they
do or not.
6.3.5 Create one list from all the lists generated in the
previous steps. For the elements generated in step
6.3.2, change their statements so that they describe
an element that could be used in the implementation
of the solution.
6.3.6 Test the completeness of your list of elements by
performing any one or combination of the following
activities
:
6. 3. 6.1 Have others perform the previous steps.
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Examine their responses and decide if their
list of elements contain elements that you
would like to add to your list. If there
are such elements, then add them to your
list.
6.3. 6.2 Think up alternatives to your original list
of elements and then consider if these al-
ternatives should be added to your original
list. Make any additions that you believe
are appropriate.
6. 3. 6. 3 Think up unusual ways of implementing the
solution and then think if these could be
one of the solution's major elements. If
you believe that they can be, then you
should add them to your original list of
major elements.
6.3.7 Examine your list of major elements and discard any
that you believe are not necessary for the implemen-
tation of the solution.
6.4 Review the major elements.
6.4.1
Review the entire list of elements.
6. 4. 1.1 Arrange the elements in the order in which
they would be carried out if the elements
were being carried out.
6.4. 1.2 Is the list of elements complete?
6. 4. 1.2.1 Simple Method: Review the list
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of elements In light of the so-
lution's purpose and determine
if there are an adequate number
of elements for accomplishing
the purpose. Any missing ele-
ment should be added.
6. 4. 1.2. 2 Complex Method: Review the list
of elements in light of the oper-
ational components of the purpose
and determine if there are an ade-
quate number of elements for ac-
complishing each component. Any
missing element should be added.
6. 4. 1.3 Are there anchoring elements? If not, add
them.
6. 4. 1.4 Is there logical flow from one element to
another? Critical gaps between elements
should be filled.
6.4. 1.5 Will serious problems arise during the imple-
mentation of the elements?
6. 4. 1.5.1 Simple Method: Ask the decision
maker the following question:
Do you foresee serious problems
arising during the implementation
of the elements; and if so, what
are they? A serious problem is
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one that would significantly
hioder the solution from accom-
plishing its purpose. If seri-
ous problems can be predicted,
the decision maker should either
modify the solution so that there
are mechanisms for dealing with
the problem should it arise,
or the decision maker should take
steps to eliminate the cause of
the problem.
6. 4. 1.5.
2
Complex Method
:
6. 4. 1.5. 2.1 Have the decision
maker list the serious prob-
lems that may arise during
implementation.
6. 4. 1.5. 2. 2 Order these problems
on the basis of how seriously
they would hinder the accom-
plishment of the purpose of
the solution.
6. 4. 1.5. 2. 3 Determine the prob-
ability of each problem occur-
ring. This can be done in a
number of ways; for instance.
the decision maker could have
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the methodologist gather
data on the probability of
the problem.
6. 4. 1.5. 2.4 If the above step
indicates that a serious
problem will arise during
implementation, then the de-
cision maker may want to
either take steps to elimi-
nate the cause of the prob-
lem and thereby hopefully
eliminate the problem itself,
or take steps to plan for
dealing with the problem,
should it arise.
6.4. 1.6 Will serious negative effects on other
people arise during the implementation of
the elements? Any negative effects should
be eliminated or at least minimized.
6. 4. 1.7 Can the elements be implemented within the
available resources? If not, the elements
should be changed so that they can be imple-
mented practically.
6.4.2 If the resources and desire permit, review the ele-
ments individually.
6. 4. 2.1 Prioritize the list of elements.
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6. 4. 2.
2
Select the first/next element.
6. 4. 2.
3
State the element’s purpose.
6. 4. 2.
4
Test the purpose.
6. 4. 2.
5
Examine the element to determine if it is
clearly defined. If not, clarify it.
6. 4. 2.
6
Examine the element to determine if it is
stated procedurally
. If not, restate it.
6. 4. 2.
7
Is the element necessary?
6. 4. 2. 7.1 Simple Method: Have the decision
maker make a judgement as to
whether or not it is highly prob-
able that some unforeseen event
will cause the purpose of the
element to be accomplished. If
this could happen, then it might
be unnecessary to implement the
element
.
6. 4. 2. 7.
2
Complex Method: Develop a list
of unforeseen events that may
cause the purpose to be accom-
plished.
6. 4. 2. 7.
3
Order these events on how com-
pletely they would accomplish
the purpose.
6. 4. 2. 7.
4
Determine the probability of
each happening.
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6. 4. 2. 7.
5
If the above step indicates
that some unplanned event will
accomplish the purpose of the
element, then the decision maker
may want to consider deleting
the element from his/her list.
6. 4. 2. 8 Repeat step 6. 4. 1.5 for the element.
6.4. 2.9 Repeat step 6. 4. 1.6 for the element.
6.4.2.10 Repeat step 6. 4. 1.7 for the element.
6.4.2.11 Recycle back to 6. 4. 2. 2 and repeat as many
of the above steps for as many of the ele-
ments as possible.
6.5 Confirm the elements with those individuals or groups that
the decision maker may choose on the basis of law, policy
or personal preference.
6.6 Prioritize the elements so as to be able to determine how
much resources should be devoted to each for the purpose of
designing the activities that will be necessary to implement
a particular element.
6.7 Allocate the design resources to the elements according to
their priorities.
6.8 Choose the first/next element.
6.9 Perform steps 6. 4. 2. 3 and 6. 4. 2. 4 if they have not already
been carried out.
6.10 Design the activities necessary to implement the element.
6.10.1 Imagine and write down all the ways in which you
could implement this element, avoiding all problems.
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6.10.2
6.10.3
6.10.4
6.10.5
6 . 10 .
Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail
to implement this element.
Imagine the element being implemented; write down
what is happening.
Think up activities that have nothing to do with
implementing the element and consider whether they
do or not.
Create one list from all the lists generated in the
previous steps. For the activities generated in
step 6.3.2, change their statements so that they
describe an activity that could be used in the im-
plementation of the element.
Test the completeness of your list of activities
by performing any combination of the following pro-
cedures :
6.10.6.1 Have others perform the previous steps.
Examine their responses and decide if
their list of activities contain activi-
ties that you would like to add to your
list. If there are such activities, then
add them to your list.
6.10.6.2 Think up alternatives to your original
list of activities and then consider if
these alternatives should be added to
your original list. Make any additions
that you believe are appropriate.
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6.10.6.3
Think up unusual ways of implementing
the element and then think if these items
could be one of the activities necessary
to implement the element. If you believe
that they can be
,
then you should add
them to your original list of activities.
6.10.7 Examine your list of activities and discard any
that you believe are not necessary for the imple-
mentation of the element.
6.5 Review the activities.
6.5.1 Arrange the activities in a chronological order.
6.5.2 Examine each activity separately.
6. 5. 2.1 Determine the degree to which each activity
is operationally defined. If it is fuzzy,
define it making sure that the resultant com-
ponents are stated procedurally . Make any
needed changes in the chronological list.
6. 5. 2. 2 Determine if each activity is appropriate
(within the person's present knowledge, capa-
bility and skill)
.
6. 5. 2.
3
Review each activity in light of the resources
that are needed to carry it out.
6. 5. 2.
4
Identify appropriate consequences which are to
follow the successful completion of each activ-
ity.
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6. 5. 2.
5
Repeat the above steps for each activity.
6.5.3 Examine the whole list of activities to make sure that
there is a logical flow from one activity to another.
6.5.4 Examine the first and last activities on the chronolog-
ical list to determine whether or not they are in fact
the first and last (anchoring) activities.
6.5.5 Look at each activity against its part's purpose and de-
termine if any other activities could/should be added in
order to maximize the accomplishment of the part's pur-
pose.
6.5.6 Review the internal consistency of the activities for
that part.
6. 5. 6.1 By inspection.
6. 5. 6. 2 By testing.
6.5.7 Review the external consistency of the activities.
6. 5. 7.1 By inspection.
6. 5. 7. 2 By testing.
6.5.8 Make any needed changes in the list of activities based
on the review.
Two gaps were discovered in the above steps. The first involved
completeness. The second involved sequencing. The above steps are in-
correctly sequenced because individual activities should be reviewed only
after the entire list of activities has been examined. The major advan-
tage of reviewing the entire list first is that major weaknesses in the
list will most likely be uncovered more efficiently. This is
possible
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because the review of a list of activities will consume a much smaller
amount of resources than the review of each individual activity in the
list.
The above steps are incomplete because they do not provide the
decision maker with the opportunity to answer three very important ques-
tions. The first of these questions is: will the activity have any ser-
ious negative effects on other people? In not asking this question,
these steps may allow the decision maker to be an unconscious participant
in the harming of another human being. This question should be asked be-
cause ideally
,
the solution should have no negative consequences on any
4
person, place or thing. The above steps also leave unanswered the ques-
tion of whether or not the activities are necessary. The word "necessity"
as It Is used in this Methodology means: is it highly probable that some
random event will accomplish the purpose of a particular activity? If so,
it may be unnecessary to implement that activity. Answering this question
might help the decision maker identify and delete unnecessary activities.
The final question left unanswered is this: what serious problems may
arise during the implementation of the activity? This question has an
obvious relevance. Problems are very difficult to solve until they have
been identified. Once problems have been identified, the decision maker
may either develop strategies for dealing with the problem, should it
arise, or the decision maker may avoid the problem altogether by identi-
fying and eliminating the cause of the problem.
In asking and answering these questions, steps are taken towards
assuring a problem free implementation of the solution's activities. In
filling these two gaps, the sequencing of the above steps was changed and
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new procedures were added whereby the decision maker could respond to
the above three questions.
6.11 Review the activities.6.11.1
Review the entire list of activities.
6.11.1.1 Arrange the activities in the order in which
they would be carried out if the activities
were being carried out.
6.11.1.2 Is the list of activities complete?
6.11.1.2.1 Simple Method: Review the list
of activities in light of the ele-
ment's purpose and determine if
there are an adequate number of
activities for accomplishing the
purpose. Any missing activities
should be added.
6.11.1.2.2 Complex Method: Review the list
of activities in light of the op-
erational components of the pur-
pose and determine if there are an
adequate number of activities for
accomplishing each component. Any
missing activities should be added.
6.11.1.3 Are there anchoring activities? If not, add
them.
6.11.1.4 Is there logical flow from one activity to
another? Critical gaps between activities
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should be filled.
6»11»1«5 Will serious problems arise during the imple-
mentation of the activities?
6.11.1.5.1
Simple Method: Ask the decision
maker the following question: Do
you foresee serious problems aris-
ing during the implementation of
the activities; and if so, what
are they? A serious problem is
one that would significantly hin-
der the element from accomplishing
its purpose. If serious problems
can be predicted, the decision
maker should either modify the so-
* lution so that there are mechanisms
for dealing with the problem should
it arise or the decision maker
should take steps to eliminate the
cause of the problem.
6.11.1.5.2
Complex Method:
6.11.1.5.2.1 Have the decision
maker list the serious problems
that may arise during implemen-
tation.
6.11.1.5.2.2 Order these problems
on the basis of how seriously
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they would hinder the accom-
plishment of the purpose of
the element
.
6.11.1.5.2.3 Determine the prob-
ability of each problem occur-
ring. This can be done in a
number of ways—for instance,
the decision maker could have
the methodologist gather data
on the probability of the prob-
lem.
6.11.1.5.2.4 If the above step
indicates that a serious prob-
lem will arise during implemen-
tation, then the decision maker
may want to either take steps
to eliminate the cause of the
problem and thereby hopefully
eliminate the problem itself,
or take steps to plan for deal-
ing with the problem, should It
arise.
6.11.1.6 Will serious negative effects on other people
arise during the implementation of the activ-
ities? Any negative effects should be elim-
inated or at least minimized.
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6.11.1.7 Can the activities be implemented within
the available resources? If not, the activ-
ities should be changed so that they can be
implemented practically.
.11.2 If the resources and desire permit, review the activi-
ties individually.
6.11.2.1 Prioritize the list of activities.
6.11.2.2 Select the first/next activity.
6.11.2.3 State the activity's purpose.
6. 11. 2.
A
Test the purpose.
6.11.2.5 Examine the activity to determine if it is
clearly defined. If not, clarify it.
6.11.2.6 Examine the activity to determine if it is
stated procedurally . If not, restate it.
6.11.2.7 Is the activity necessary?
6.11.2.7.1 Simple Method: Have the decision
maker make a judgement as to wheth-
er or not it is highly probable
that some unforeseen event will
cause the purpose of the activity
to be accomplished. If this could
happen, then it might be unneces-
sary to implement the activity.
6.11.2.7.2 Complex Method: Develop a list of
unforeseen events that may cause
the purpose to be accomplished.
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'
6.11.2.7.3 Order these events on how com-
pletely they would accomplish
the purpose.
6.11.2.7.4 Determine the probability of each
happening.
6.11.2.7.5 If the above step indicates that
some unplanned event will accom-
plish the purpose of the activity,
then the decision maker may want
to consider deleting the activity
from his list.
6.11.2.8 Repeat step 6.11.1.5 for the activity.
6.11.2.9 Repeat step 6.11.1.6 for the activity.
6.11.2.10 Repeat step 6.11.1.7 for the activity.
6.11.2.11 Determine if each activity is appropriate
(within the person’s present knowledge, capa-
bility and skill)
.
6.11.2.11.1 State who is going to be perform-
ing the activity.
6.11.2.11.2 Identify a behavior presently ex-
isting in that person’s repertoire
that is identical or similar to
the expected activity.
6.11.2.11.3 Plan for the observation of that
activity
.
6.11.2.11.4
Plan for the reporting of the
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data collected.
6 *2. 11.
5
Integrate and implement the
above two plans.
6»H.2.11.6 Review the results in order to
determine if the expected behavior
is appropriate. If the behavior
is inappropriate either?
6.11.2.11.6.1 Drop the activity
as an expectation.
6.11.2.11.6.2 Identify another
person who is capable of per-
forming the activity.
6.11.2.11.6.3 Change the activ-
ity so that it is in line with
the individual’s present know-
ledge, capability and skill.
6. 11. 2. 11. 6. A Identify a pre-
requisite activity which,
when established, will remedy
the deficiency.
6.11.2.11.7 Make any necessary changes in the
chronological list.
6.11.2.12 Review each activity in light of the resources
that are needed to carry it out.
6.11.2.12.1 Select the method of identifica-
tion.
258
6.11.2.12.1.1 Directly observe
the person performing the ac-
tivity.
6.11.2.12.1.2 Ask yourself.
6.11.2.12.1.3 Ask others.
6.11.2.12.1.4 Ask the person
who is involved in the activity.
6.11.2.12.1.5 Directly observe
others performing the activity.
6.11.2.12.1.6 Directly observe
the products of others who
have performed the activity.
6.11.2.12.1.7 Read literature.
6.11.2.12.1.8 Some combination
of the above.
6.11.2.12.1.9 Any other appro-
priate method of identification.
6.11.2.12.2 Using the selected method of iden-
tification, answer the following
questions
.
6.11.2.12.2.1 What would the
who require to carry out the
activity?
6.11.2.12.2.2 If the who had
failed to carry out the activ-
ity, what would they be missing?
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6 • 11 . 2 . 12 . 2 . 3 If the who were
actually carrying out the
activity, what would they be
using?
6.11.2.12.2.4 What unusual things
could be used by the who to
carry out the activity?
6.11.2.12.2.5 What things have
nothing to do with the who
carrying out the activity?
6.11.2.12.2.6 Combine the above
lists into one list.
6.11.2.12.3
Test the above list for complete-
ness .
6.11.2.12.3.1 The methodologist
and/or decision maker develops
and implements appropriate
tests of completeness.
6.11.2.12.3.2 Use another mode
of identification.
6.11.2.12.3.3 Answer the above
questions for similar activi-
ties .
6.11.2.12.3.4 Answer the above
questions for completely un-
related activities.
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6.11.2.12.4 Choose the most appropriate and
the most critical prerequisite
resources
.
6.11.2.12.5 Review the chosen list of resources
to determine if they will be
available at the time the activ-
ity is called for. If there is
any doubt that these critical
prerequisite resources will be
available, add to the chronolog-
ical list of activities other ac-
tivities which are designed to
acquire the needed resources
.
6.11.2.13 Identify appropriate consequences which are
to follow the successful completion of each
activity.
6.11.2.13.1
Determine whether or not conse-
quences are needed by answering
the following questions:
6.11.2.13.1.1 Is the activity
already highly desirable to
the person involved?
6.11.2.13.1.2 Is the person al-
ready performing the activity
frequently?
6.11.2.13.1.3 If your answer to
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either of the above questions
is yes, then consequences are
not needed. If your answer
is no, then proceed through
the rest of this step until
an appropriate consequence is
identified
.
6.11.2.13.2
Choose the most appropriate type
of consequence.
6.11.2.13.2.1 Success and simple
movement to the next activity.
6.11.2.13.2.2 Social interactions
(talking to others, praise,
constructive criticism from
supervisor or peers, being
touched or hugged, etc.).
6.11.2.13.2.3 Activities (talking
or teaching courses, indepen-
dent study programs, playing
tennis, etc.).
6. 11. 2. 13. 2. A Tokens (money,
points, chips, etc.).
6.11.2.13.2.5 Others not listed.
6.11.2.13.3
If success is chosen, then the
activity should be recycled through
6.11.2.5, 6.11.2.11 and 6.11.2.12
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until the chance of failure has
been eliminated.
6.11.2.13.4 If any other type of consequence
has been chosen, then the follow-
ing steps should be performed.
6.11.2.13.4.1 Select the method
of identifying alternative
consequences within the chosen
consequence category (6.11.2.
12 . 1 ).
6.11.2.13.4.2 Develop an exhaus-
tive list of alternative con-
sequences within the chosen
consequence category.
6.11.2.13.4.3 Choose the most ap-
propriate consequence using the
following criteria: Effective-
ness in maintaining the activi-
ty (desirability to the person
involved); Cost; Consequences
on the environment (disruption
or unsettling effects on your-
self and others); Any other ap-
propriate criteria.
6.11.2.13.5 Determine if there are activities
to acquire/develop and administer
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the chosen consequence. If
there are none, develop them
and add them to the chronolog-
ical list of activities.
6.12 Recycle to 6.8 and repeat the last five steps until all ele-
ments have activities designed for their implementation.
6.13 Integrate the activities for implementing each element into a
single chronological list of activities for implementing the
solution as a whole.
6.14 Review this single list of activities to make sure that the
list is complete; that the list contains anchoring activities;
and that there is logical flow from one activity to another.
Any new activities developed in this step or in the previous
step should also be reviewed.
6.15 Confirm this list of activities with any individuals or groups
that the decision maker may choose on the basis of law, policy
or personal preference.
6.8 Plan for decision making.
6.8.1 Identify the decision makers.
6.8.2 Identify the decisions that are to be made by the de-
cision makers.
6.8.3 Determine when the decisions are going to be made.
6.8.4 Identify/develop the activities which, when observed,
will provide the data needed to make the necessary de-
cisions .
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6 . 8.5
6 . 8.6
6 . 8.7
6 . 8.8
6 . 8.9
6.8.10
6.8.11
Develop plans for observing the activities.
Develop plans for reporting the data gathered through
observation.
Design the process to be used in decision making.
Review the decision making process.
Integrate the plans for observation, plans for re-
porting, and the decision making process into a
single cohesive plan for decision making.
Test the plan for decision making by constructing
data which indicate satisfactory, unsatisfactory
and grossly deficient performance of an activity
and then apply the decision making process to make
decisions, given the data.
Integrate the tested plan for decision making into
the list of activities (6.6) for accomplishing the
purpose.
The above steps assume that the decision maker's role during the
implementation of the solution should be to either execute or supervise
the execution of the activities of the solution. The author has not
found any reason to seriously question that assumption. However, the
author has found a serious gap in the above steps. The purpose of these
steps is to develop a strategy by which the methodologist can aid
the
decision maker during the implementation of the solution. The
author
believes that this strategy should take the form of a feedback
mechanism.
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The feedback mechanism would be implemented as the solution is being im-
plemented. The feedback mechanism would be used by the methodologist to
provide the decision maker with data on the effectiveness of specific
solution activities. The decision maker would then use the feedback
data to make any necessary corrections in the solution. Thus, the feed-
back mechanism would aid the decision maker in managing the solution as
it is being carried out.
The gap identified is essentially one of clarity. The above
steps do not clearly describe the procedures that the methodologist needs
to implement in order to develop a feedback mechanism. To fill this gap,
the above steps were completely redesigned. The author believes that
the new set of steps more clearly describes the procedures that the meth-
odologist should implement in order to develop a feedback mechanism.
These new procedures are as follows
:
6.16 Provide for feedback.
6.16.1
Select the activities on which feedback data is to be
provided. These activities will represent the points
at which the solution will be reviewed.
6.16.1.1 Simple Method: Have the decision maker se-
lect those activities that he/ she believes
are most important with respect to the so-
lution accomplishing its purpose.
6.16.1.2 Complex Method: Have the decision maker se-
lect those activities that he/she believes
are most important with respect to the ac-
complishment of the most critical components
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6.16.2
6.16.3
6.16.4
6.16.!
6.16.1
6.16.
6.16.
of the solution's purpose.
Have others perforin either the simple or the complex
version of the above step.
Make any changes in your list of activities that you
believe are necessary, given the results of the pre-
vious step.
Prioritize the selected activities. The activities
may be prioritized on the basis of such criteria as:
6.16.4.1 Importance in accomplishing the solution's
purpose.
6.16.4.2 Importance in accomplishing the most criti-
cal components of the solution's purpose.
6.16.4.3 Amount of resources used by the activity.
6.16.4.4 Sequencing.
6.16.4.5 Difficulty.
6.16.4.6 Possibility of failure.
6.16.4.7 Consequence of failure.
Have others repeat the previous step.
Make any changes in your original prioritization that
you believe are necessary, given the results of the
previous step.
Allocate the resources available for providing feed-
back among the activities, according to their prior-
ities .
Choose the earliest activity for which a feedback
mechanism has not been developed.
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6.16.9 Divide the resources available for providing feed-
back on that activity among the following tasks:
designing the feedback mechanism; implementing the
feedback mechanism; and reviewing the results of
feedback.
6.16.10 Determine the actual date on which the decision maker
would like to be provided feedback data on the chosen
activity. The earliest date would be immediately
after the activity is implemented. The actual date
should be as close as possible to the earliest date.
6.16.11 Have the decision maker review all solution activities
that are to be implemented prior to this date to de-
termine if he/she would like to receive feedback data
on any activities other than the chosen one. Ideal-
ly, the decision maker should be provided with feed-
back data on each of the solution’s activities. If
additional activities are to be observed, the deci-
sion maker should recycle to step 6.16.1 and repeat
as many of the last ten steps as possible. The de-
cision maker should then proceed to step 6.16.12.
6.16.12 Use the following procedures to develop a feedback
mechanism for the chosen activity.
6.16.12.1 State the purpose of the activity.
6.16.12.2 Clarify the purpose if it is not already
stated clearly.
6.16.12.3 Develop an observational technique for
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measuring the degree to which the activity
accomplishes its purpose.
6. 16. 12. A Plan the implementation of the observation-
al technique.
6.16.12.5 Confirm the observational technique and
the plan for its implementation with the
decision maker.
6.16.13
Recycle to step 6.16.8 until a feedback mechanism has
been developed for each activity that the decision
maker wants observed prior to the first review point.
During the meeting held at the review point, the de-
cision maker should plan on performing the following
activities; review the activities that have already
been implemented; make any necessary corrections in
the solution; review the activities to be implemented
prior to the next review point; plan or review the
feedback activities to be implemented by the method-
ologist prior to the next review point.
6.16.14 If resources and desire permit, recycle to step 6.16.8
and repeat the previous steps for as many of the re-
maining review points as possible.
6.16.15 Integrate all feedback procedures into a single list
of activities. This list will serve as a description
of the methodologist's role during the implementation
of the solution or a particular piece of the solution.
6.16.16 The methodologist should review this list against
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such criteria as clarity, completeness, practical-
ity, and coherence.
6.16.17 Confirm this list with the decision maker.
6.16.18 Discuss with the decision maker the options for
using feedback data.
6.17 Test the feedback mechanism and/or the solution itself. Make
any changes in the solution or in the feedback mechanism that
you believe are necessary, given the results of testing.
6.18 Allocate the resources for implementing the solution to the
solution’s activities.
6.19 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major process.
6.20 Cycle to step 1.6.7.
Gaps Identified in Major Process 7.0:
Implement the Solution
7.0
Implement the solution.
7.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
7.2 Carry out the activities in the order specified and
within the resources allocated to each activity. Use
the plan for decision making to make any decisions
necessary with respect to the implementation of the
solution.
7.3 Evaluate.
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Major revisions were made in the above steps because, given
the new version of major process six—"Plan the Implementation of the
Solution," the decision maker and the methodologist have different re-
sponsibilities with respect to the implementation of the solution. The
changes made were of two general types. The first type provided the de-
cision maker and the methodologist with the necessary procedures for
carrying out their respective responsibilities. The methodologist was
provided with the necessary procedures for carrying out the feedback
mechanism. The decision maker was provided with the procedures that he/
she would need to implement or supervise the implementation of the solu-
tion. The second type of change provided the decision maker with the
procedures for revising the solution as it was being implemented. So-
lution revisions are assumed to be needed if the data supplied by either
the feedback mechanism or by the decision maker’s own observations of
the solution indicate that the activities of the solution are not work-
ing as planned. The changes made are as follows:
7.0
Implement the solution.
7.1 Plan the implementation of this major process.
7.2 The methodologist should proceed to step 7.3 while the
decision maker should proceed to step 7.4.
7.3 The methodologist implements the feedback mechanism.
7.3.1 Identify the first/next point at which you are
to supply the decision maker with feedback data.
7.3.2 Review all feedback activities that you are to
carry out in order to provide the necessary data.
7.3.3 Confirm with the decision maker the exact date at
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which you are to provide him/her with feedback
data.
7. 3.
A
Confirm the feedback activities with the decision
maker
.
7.3.5 Implement the feedback activities.
7.3.6 Compile the feedback data.
7.3.7 Plan for reporting the feedback data to the decision
maker. The feedback report should include such
items as the activities on which feedback data was
gathered, the data gathered on each activity, and
the resources used by each activity. Provisions
should be made for examining each of the activities
with the decision maker. This will entail develop-
ing a preliminary allocation of the time that the
decision maker has for reviewing the activities
among the activities themselves. This allocation
may be changed by the decision maker at the begin-
ning of the meeting or as the meeting progresses.
7.3.8
Cycle to 7.5.1.
7.4 The decision maker implements the solution.
7.4.1 Identify the first/next point at which you are to
meet with the methodologist for the purpose of re-
viewing that part of the solution that has been im-
plemented to date.
7.4.2 Identify the first/next activity that you are to
implement prior to your meeting with the methodolo-
gist.
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7.4.3 Review this activity.
7.4.4 Implement or supervise the implementation of this
activity
.
7.4.5 Gather any data available on the activity’s effec-
1
tiveness, problems encountered and resources used.
Personal intuitions regarding the effectiveness of
the activity are important data sources and should
not be overlooked.
7.4.6 Recycle to 7.4.2 and repeat the last four steps un-
til all the activities that can be carried out prior
to your meeting with the methodologist have been
carried out.
7.4.7 Cycle to step 7.5.1.
7.5 The methodologist and the decision maker review that por-
tion of the solution that has already been implemented and
make any changes that the decision maker believes are nec-
essary.
7.5.1 The methodologist and the decision maker meet at
the prearranged time.
7.5.2 The methodologist explains to the decision maker
the scope of the meeting. This explanation should
include a brief description of the activities to be
reviewed and the amount of time that can be devoted
to reviewing them as a whole. The decision maker
will then determine how much time should be devoted
to each activity. This determination is flexible
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and may change as the meeting proceeds. In most
cases, some time should be allocated to the review
of each activity.
7.5.3 The methodologist chooses the first activity to be
according to the activities’ sequence of
implementation.
7.5.4 Identify the criteria by which the activity will
be judged successful.
7 - 5.5 Identify the resources that had been originally al-
located to the activity.
7.5.6 The methodologist presents the decision maker with
any data that have been gathered on that activity.
7.5.7 The decision maker identifies any observations that
he/she may have made or which others may have com-
municated to the decision maker regarding the effec-
tiveness of the activity.
7.5.8 Using all the data that have been gathered, the de-
cision maker should answer the following questions:
7. 5. 8.1 Was the activity successfully implemented?
7. 5. 8.
2
Is the activity critical to the solution
accomplishing its purpose?
7. 5. 8.
3
How much resources has the activity actually
used?
7. 5. 8.
4
How do the resources used compare to the
resources originally allocated? Has the
activity used more or less resources than
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was originally planned? If so, identify
how much. If the decision maker believes
that the difference in resources is so
slight as to be insignificant, it need not
be recorded.
7.5.9 If the activity was both critical and unsuccessfully
implemented perform one of the following activities
and then implement the rest of step 7.5. For all
other activities, proceed to 7.5.13.
7. 5. 9.1 Plan to reimplement the activity.
7. 5. 9. 2 Design a new activity to be implemented
in place of the unsuccessful activity.
7.5.10 Determine the amount of resources required by the
option that you chose in step 7.5.9.
7.5.11 If the original activity had used more resources
than had been allocated to it, add that amount of
resources to the amount of resources that you iden-
tified in step 7.5.10.
7.5.12 If the original activity used less resources than
had been allocated to it, subtract the excess from
the amount of resources that you identified in step
7.5.10.
7.5.13 Make any needed resource adjustments.
7.5.13.1 If the resources consumed by the original
activity are greater than the resources
initially allocated to it, or if additional
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7.5.14
resources are needed to correct a crit-
ical activity that was unsuccessfully
implemented perform any one or combina-
tion of the following activities:
7.5.13.1.1 Adjust the resources that
are allocated to the remain-
ing activities so as to "free
up" the needed resources.
7.5.13.1.2 Acquire additional resources.
7.5.13.1.3 Delete some of the planned
activities so as to "free up"
the needed resources.
7.5.13.2 If the resources consumed by the original
activity are less than the resources ori-
ginally allocated to it, perform any one
or combination of the following activities
7.5.13.2.1 Reallocate the saved resources
among the remaining activities
7.5.13.2.2 Develop additional activities
that could use the saved re-
sources .
7.5.13.2.3 Allocate the saved resources
to some other problem area.
Recycle back to 7.5 until either the resources for
this step have run out or until that section of the
solution that should be reviewed at this point has
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been reviewed and any needed changes have been
made.
7.6
The decision maker and the methodologist review that por—
bion of the solution that is to be implemented prior to
the next review point. If feedback activities have al-
ready been planned, then the methodologist should imple-
ment all eleven sub-steps of this step. However, if feed-
back activities have not been planned, the methodologist
should cycle to step 6.16 and plan the necessary feedback
activities and then implement the first seven sub-steps
of this step.
7.6.1 Identify the activities that are to be implemented
prior to the next review point.
7.6.2 Prioritize these activities with respect to their
importance in the solution’s accomplishing of its
purpose.
7.6.3 If necessary and desirable, allocate the resources
that are available for reviewing these activities
among the activities themselves, according to their
priorities.
7.6.4 Choose the highest priority activity.
7.6.5 Review the chosen activity.
7.6.6 Make any changes in that activity that the decision
maker believes are necessary.
7.6.7 Recycle back to step 7.5.4 and repeat the previous
steps for as many of the activities as possible.
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7.6.8 The methodologist presents the decision maker with
any feedback activities that the methodologist is
to implement prior to the next review point.
7.6.9 The decision maker reviews these feedback activi-
ties.
7.6.10 The methodologist makes any changes in the planned
feedback activities that he and the decision maker
agree to be necessary.
7.6.11 If necessary, the methodologist should review with
the decision maker the options for using the feed-
back data.
7.7 The methodologist recycles to 7.3 and the decision maker
recycles to 7.4. Both carry out their respective respon-
sibilities until the solution has been fully implemented,
the problem solved, or the resources for implementing the
solution have run out.
7.8 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major process.
7.9 Recycle to step 1.6.7.
Gaps Identified in Major Process 8.0:
Evaluate the Solution
8.0
Evaluate.
8.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
8.2 Return to step 4.5.1 where the criteria for an acceptable
solution were generated and make a list of these criteria.
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8.3 Compile all data provided at the decision making points.
8.4 Review each component in light of the data provided to
determine the extent to which each component has been met.
Two gaps were discovered in the above steps. The first involved
the data to be used in deciding whether or not a particular component of
the decision maker's purpose had been accomplished. In the above steps,
only one source of data was included. The data to be used were those
which had been gathered by the methodologist and provided to the deci-
sion maker at the decision making points. In the new version of step 7.0,
"Implement the Solution," these decision making points have been renamed
review points. Feedback data is the data provided the decision maker at
the decision making points. These data refer to the effectiveness of
specific solution activities. These data do not necessarily refer to
whether or not the decision maker's purpose has been accomplished. If
these data do not refer to whether or not the decision maker's purpose
has been accomplished, they can not be used to evaluate the effective-
ness of the solution. In this case, the decision maker will have to
have other data sources. To fill this gap, additional data gathering
procedures were added.
The second gap involves the amount of resources used in gather-
ing data on the various components of the decision maker s purpose. The
above steps do not provide for determining how much resources are to be
spent on evaluating the accomplishment of each component. It seems log
ical to assume that a decision maker may want to spend more resources on
evaluating the most important components of the purpose than on evaluating
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the least important. To fill this gap, new procedures were added where-
by the decision maker prioritizes the components of his/her purpose and
then allocates the evaluation resources among the components, according
to their priorities. The procedures used to fill both these gaps are
as follows:
8.2 Make a list of the components of the decision maker’s purpose.
8.3 Have the decision maker prioritize the components of the pur-
pose.
8*4 Allocate the evaluation resources among the components accord-
ing to their priorities.
8.5 Have the decision maker confirm the allocation and make any ad-
justments that he/she believes are necessary.
8.6 Choose the highest priority component that has not yet been ex-
amined .
8.7 Determine if the chosen component has been accomplished.
8.7.1 Compile the results of implementing those solution ac-
tivities that are related to the accomplishment of that
component
.
8.7.2 Ask the decision maker to decide if these data indicate
to him/her whether or not the component has been accom-
plished. If the decision maker cannot make this deter-
mination, then the decision maker should proceed to
step 8.7.3. However, if the decision maker can make
this determination, then he/she should record whether
or not the component has been accomplished and then pro-
ceed to step 8.8.
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8.7.3 Design and implement an observational technique for
measuring the accomplishment of the component.
8.7.4 Repeat step 8.7.2 using these new data.
8.8 Repeat the previous steps until each component of the decision
maker’s purpose has been examined or until the resources for
implementing these steps have been consumed.
The last two of the above procedures are incorrectly sequenced.
In step 8.9, the decision maker reviews the number and priority of the
components of the purpose that have been accomplished. If the decision
maker is dissatisfied, he/she may choose to have the Methodology reap-
plied. The first step in reapplication is to determine what portions of
the Methodology need to be reapplied. The above sequence has that
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determination being made prior to the decision maker’s determining
whether or not reapplication is necessary. To correct this problem,
the sequencing of the above procedures was reversed. The new sequenc
ing is as follows:
Present the results of 8.5 through 8.7 to the temporary deci-
sion maker to determine if a reapplication of the methodology
is desired or called for.
If the degree of efficiency, focus or completeness is unsatis-
factory, determine the cause.
8.9.1 The solution was poorly implemented.
8.9.2 The solution (activities and/or plan for decision making)
was poorly developed.
8.9.3 The major parts of the actual solution were poorly de-
signed.
8.9.4 The ideal solution was incorrectly conceptualized.
8.9.5 The purpose was poorly stated.
8.9.6 The needs analysis was inadequate.
8.9.7 The preparation for the utilization of the methodology
was inadequate in:
8. 9. 7.1 Planning the application of the methodology.
8. 9. 7.
2
Negotiating the contract.
8. 9. 7.
3
Preparing the methodologist.
8. 9. 7.
4
Disseminating the methodology.
8. 9. 7.
5
Developing a current version of the methodology.
8. 9. 7.
6
Identifying the reader's frame of reference.
8.10 If warranted, reapply the methodology making the changes
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indicated in 8.9.
8.11 Evaluate.
8.12 Recycle to 1.6.7.
This concludes the presentation of the results of the logical
analysis of Version III of Decision Making Methodology. The results of
field testing the Methodology are presented in Chapter Five. The proce-
dures of the Methodology used during the field test were of two types.
The first type included existing procedures in which the author had
found no serious logical flaws. The second type included new procedures
that the author had developed to replace Version III procedures in which
a critical gap had been uncovered. Such new procedures have already been
discussed in this chapter. Some revisions were also made in the Method-
ology during the course of the field test. All revisions made during
the course of this study have been used to develop a new version of the
Methodology. This new version is Version IV. Appendix Six presents this
new version of the Methodology. Chapter Six, the final chapter of this
document, contains conclusions and recommendations for further research.
CHAPTER V
THE RESULTS OF THE FIELD TEST
Overview of the Chapter
This chapter presents the results of the first field test of
Version III, as modified in Chapter Four of Decision Making Methodology.
The Methodology’s practicality was examined during the course of this
field test. The word "practicality” is used here to mean the extent to
which the procedures of the Methodology accomplish their respective
purposes when they are actually applied. If a particular Methodological
procedure did not accomplish its purpose, then it was assumed that a
problem exists in the procedure itself. The purpose of the field test
was to identify problems. Some redesign was undertaken as the field
test was being carried out. This redesign involved the development of
new methodological procedures. New procedures were designed to replace
existing procedures that were not working well and which the author be-
lieved to be critical to the effectiveness of the Methodology.
It should be stressed that the purpose of the field test was to
identify problems. The purpose of the field test was not to prove that
the Methodology is problem free. A problem free Decision Making Method-
ology can be produced by drafting successive versions of the Methodology,
each of which contains fewer problems than the previous versions. This
field test has uncovered problems in the existing procedures. New pro-
cedures have been designed to solve the most critical problems. These
new procedures have been used to draft a new version of the Methodology.
In so doing, it is hoped that a more effective and more complete version
of the Methodology will have been produced. Thus, this study represents
an important step in the development of a problem free Decision Making
Methodology.
The results of the field test will be presented using the fol-
lowing format: first, the procedure that was tested will be stated and
blocked out. Second, the results of testing will be presented. And
finally, any actual or suggested revisions in the tested procedure will
be detailed.
Decision Making Methodology is a very complex set of procedures.
A tremendous amount of resources would be needed to apply each and every
procedure of the long form. The purpose of the field test was to imple-
ment as many of the Methodology's procedures as was possible, given the
resources that a particular decision maker had available for the purpose
of applying the Methodology. The only procedures reported in this chap-
ter are those that were actually carried out. Procedures not reported
on are procedures that were not implemented due to resource limitations.
Results of Implementing Major Step 1.5:
Negotiate the Decision Making Contract
1.5. 3.1 Identify all those who have needs that the Methodology might
meet
.
The author was interested in applying the Methodology for teach-
er educators because teacher education was an area of particular interest
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to the author. In implementing the above step, the author first dis-
cussed the Methodology with two faculty members at the University of
Massachusetts' School of Education, whom the author believed would
have knowledge of the type of decision maker for whom the author would
be interested in applying the Methodology. These faculty members were
^r * Richard Clark and Dr. Horace Reed. Dr. Clark was chosen because
for a number of years, he has held the position of assistant dean for
teacher education at the University of Massachusetts' School of Education.
The author believed that in that capacity. Dr. Clark would be well in-
formed as to the decision making needs of the teacher educators at the
School of Education. Dr. Reed was chosen because for a number of years,
he had been actively involved in teacher education efforts at the
University of Massachusetts.
After discussing the Methodology with Drs. Clark and Reed, the
author asked them to identify those teacher educators that may have de-
cision making needs that might be met through an application of the
Methodology. Dr. Clark identified the following potential clients:
1 . Dr. George Urch
2. Dr. David Day
3. Dr. David Flight
4. Dr. A. Donn Kesselheim •
5. Dr. Jack Hruska
6. Mr. Robert Jackson
7. Dr. Judith Speidel
Dr. Reed identified a similar list of potential clients. The
only difference between the lists of Dr. Clark and Dr. Reed was that
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Dr. Reed’s list included the name of Mr. Harold Washburn. At the time
of this study, Mr. Washburn was a doctoral student at the University of
Massachusetts' School of Education. Mr. Washburn was also director of
the "Explorations" teacher education program. The author added Mr.
Washburn’s name to Dr. Clark’s list. This expanded list represented
those for whom the Methodology might be applied.
1.5.5 Develop a list of criteria on which to choose the most appro-
priate client (s).
1.5.5. 1 Operationally define the concept "A completely suc-
cessful application of Decision Making Methodology."
In developing a list of criteria against which to choose the most
appropriate clients, the author imagined a situation in which Decision
Making Methodology had been applied with complete success. The author
then observed this situation in his mind, paying particular attention to
the type of decision maker with whom the author would be working. The
decision makers envisioned by the author had the following characteris-
tics:
1. Experience in and a positive attitude toward logical problem
solving in the social sciences.
2. Interest in Decision Making Methodology.
3. A reasonably large amount of time (as close as possible to one
hundred hours) that they could devote to an application of the
Methodology.
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These characteristics were then used by the author as criteria
against which to choose the most appropriate client.
In choosing the most appropriate client, the author examined each
potential client identified in step 1.5. 3.1 against each of the criteria
that was developed in step 1.5. 5.1. The method of examination used was
to ask each client orally or by phone what was their experience in and
attitude toward logical problem solving in the social sciences, how in-
terested they were in contracting for an application of Decision Making
Methodology, and if interested, how many hours of their own time would
they be able to devote to an application. Mr. Jackson was the client
that most completely satisfied the selection criteria. He had more back-
ground and training in logical problem solving than did any of the other
potential clients. He had experience and training in the areas of be-
havioral psychology and systems analysis, each of which stressed logical
problem solving. Mr. Jackson was very interested in the Methodology be-
cause its purpose "to make decisions that are optimal with respect to a
person’s desires" provided that the specifics of any decision made would
come from Mr. Jackson and not from any outside agent such as the author.
Mr. Jackson was also capable of devoting forty eight hours of his own
time to an application of the Methodology. He also believed that he
could provide reasonable amounts of available resources such as secre-
tarial support and the time of other members of the Special Education
Department.
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A contract decision maker is the individual or group who has con-
trol of the resources to be used in a given application of the Methodol-
ogy. Most of the resources to be used in this application were to be
drawn from the Special Education Department. The only resources not to
be drawn from the Special Education Department were those that would be
supplied by the author himself. Mr. Jackson believed that he should be
designated as the contract decision maker because he was the head of the
Special Education Department and in that capacity managed that depart-
ment’s usage of the resources allocated to it, therefore, throughout the
application, Mr. Jackson served in the capacity of contract decision
maker
.
1.5. 8. 2 The problem area in which the contract decision maker wants
to make decisions.
In implementing this step, the author asked Mr. Jackson to iden-
tify the area in which he would like to make decisions through the use
of the Methodology. Mr. Jackson identified a number of problem areas.
These areas were:
t
1. Criteria for selecting undergraduates.
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2. Revamping the present two year undergraduate program in Special
Education.
3. How to best select and utilize incoming doctoral students so as
to give viability to the Special Education Program.
4. How to better delegate responsibility to teaching assistants.
5. Explore whether it is timely and beneficial to link the Special
Education Program to other established programs such as Urban
Education.
6. Selection of new faculty members; whether they should be male
or female, black or white, assistant or associate professor.
7. Supervisors and training sites for interns.
8. Selection of inservice districts.
9. Seeking funding.
10.
Better overall organization and scheduling.
From this list of ten problem areas, the author asked Mr. Jackson
to select that area that he believed to be most important. Mr. Jackson
selected the problem area of revamping the present two year undergraduate
program. Given these results, the author believed that the above step
might be more effective if instead of first having a decision maker iden-
tify a single problem area, it had the decision maker identify a variety
of problem areas and then select the most important. These revisions are
suggested because they were the activities that the author carried out in
order to implement the above step. These suggested revisions were not
made because the author did not believe that they were critical to the
effectiveness of the Methodology.
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1.5. 8. 3 The specific dates of the contracting period.
The contracting period is that block of time during which the
Methodology is to be applied. At this time, which was mid June, 1974,
Mr. Jackson believed that the application should begin during the summer
of 1974 and conclude at some point in the early fall of that same year.
Mr. Jackson indicated that for his purposes, he did not need to have the
contracting period delineated any more precisely than it already was.
A flexible delineation of the contracting period was also acceptable to
the author because his schedule during the period of time in which the
Methodology was to be field tested was also flexible.
1.5. 8. 4 The names of any other decision makers for whom the con-
tract decision maker would like to see the Methodology
applied and who make decisions with respect to the prob-
lem area.
As was mentioned in Chapter Three, The Design of The Study, this
field test of Decision Making Methodology was to be carried out in an
uncomplicated situation. Since an application involving many decision
makers is more complicated than an application involving a single deci-
sion maker, the author had decided to work with only one decision maker
during the course of the field test. Mr. Jackson believed that he should
be that decision maker because given his training, experience, and pres-
ent position, he perceived himself as the person best qualified to make
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decisions about revamping the present two year undergraduate program in
Special Education.
Time was the primary resource that both the author and Mr.
Jackson could devote to this application of the Methodology. The
author had decided before the field test had begun that it would be
both desirable and necessary for him to devote at least twice as many
hours of his own time to the application of the Methodology as the de-
cision maker was capable of devoting. Mr. Jackson believed that he
could devote forty eight hours of his own time to the application of
the Methodology. Therefore, the author would devote at least ninety
six hours of his own time. Other resources such as secretarial support,
travel expenses, and the time of members of the Special Education De-
partment, other than Mr. Jackson's, would most likely be consumed during
the application. The amounts of these other resources were not identi-
fied at this time because Mr. Jackson believed that when needed, he could
provide a reasonable amount of these resources but that it was too early
in the application to determine the exact amounts required.
1.5. 8. 6 The amount of resources to be devoted to each decision
maker.
1.5. 8. 6.1 Prioritize the decision makers.
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1.5. 8. 6. 2 Allocate the resources for this application of
the Methodology among the decision makers ac-
cording to their priority.
1.5. 8. 6. 3 Allocate the resources for each decision maker
among the major processes of the Methodology.
Since Mr. Jackson was the only decision maker with whom the
author was to work during this application of the Methodology, all the
available resources were devoted to him. The amount of resources al-
located to each major process is as follows:
Figure 2
Percentage of Decision Maker Resources Allocated
to the Field Testing of Each of the Eight Major Process
of the Long Form of Decision Making Methodology
% of decision maker resources
(these percentages are based
on percentages developed by amount of decision
Major Process Hodson [1974]) maker resources (hours)
1. Prepare for the
utilization of the
Methodology
.
10
2. Perform a needs
analysis
.
3. Develop a purpose. 2
4. Conceptualize the
ideal solution. 10
5. Design the actual
solution. 10
4.80
.96
4.80
4.80
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6. Plan the implementa-
tion of the solution. 18 8.64
7. Implement AO 19.20
8. Evaluate 10 4.80
Mr. Jackson did not believe that any adjustments needed to be made
in the resource allocation.
1.5. 8. 7.
2
Explain to the contract decision maker the con-
tingencies under which the terms of the contract
can be altered.
Some of the contingencies under which the terms of the contract
can be altered include a change in the amount of available resources, a
change in the importance of the problem area, or a strong negative reac-
tion to the Methodology on the part of such people as the colleagues,
clients, or superiors of the contract decision maker. The author explained
and obtained Mr. Jackson’s understanding of each of these contingencies.
Other contingencies could cause the terms of the contract to be altered.
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When this step is more fully developed, a more complete list of contin-
gencies will be provided.
Mr. Jackson was the only decision maker for whom the Methodology
was to be applied and his commitment to the Methodology had already been
established. Also at this time, Mr. Jackson did not foresee any problem
in his ability to supply the amount of resources that had been identified
previously.
1.5. 8. 7.
4
Determine when each decision maker, including the
contract decision maker,' will be available during
the contracting period.
Mr. Jackson stated that he would be available every Monday and
Friday during the contracting period for approximately one and a half
hours each day.
295
Formal contract statements are written documents. An informal,
in the sense of oral rather than written, contract statement was developed
between the author and Mr. Jackson. The "terms" of this contract included
the amounts of resources to be provided by both the author and Mr. Jackson,
the duration of the contracting period, and the Methodology to be used.
Since this information has already been presented, it will not be restated
here.
1.5.10 Confirm the contract statement with appropriate individuals
chosen on the basis of either the preference of the contract
decision maker or on the laws or policies that govern the
actions of the contract decision maker.
This step was not implemented because Mr. Jackson did not believe
that the terms of the contract needed to be confirmed by any individuals
other than himself. Mr. Jackson based this belief on the fact that his
responsibilities in the Special Education Department provided that he and
his staff would be the primary determiners of the specifics of the under-
graduate special education program.
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1.5.11
The contract decision maker approves the contract statement.
In implementing this step, the author reiterated to Mr. Jackson
the terms of the informal contract statement that had been developed in
step 1.5.8 Mr. Jackson had no objections to the terms of the contract
statement or to the fact that it existed as an informal oral agreement
as opposed to a formal written document.
1.5.12
Evaluate the effectiveness of this major step.
This step was not implemented through a formally documented set of
procedures. In evaluating the effectiveness of step 1.5, "Negotiate the
Decision Making Contract," the author simply asked himself whether or not
the step had accomplished its purpose which was to develop a written or
oral agreement between a methodologist and a contract decision maker des-
cribing the broad parameters of the work to be performed. The author
interpreted the existence of an informal contract statement between him-
self and Mr. Jackson as indicative of the fact that this step had accomp-
lished its purpose.
1.5.13
Choose the highest priority decision maker who is available
to implement the next major step.
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Mr. Jackson was the only and therefore the highest priority de-
cision maker for whom the Methodology was being applied during this ap-
plication.
Results of Implementing Major Step 1.6
"Plan the Implementation of the Methodology"
According to the resource allocation developed in step 1.5. 8. 6,
Mr. Jackson had approximately five hours available for the implementa-
tion of this step. The author had approximately ten hours available
for the same purpose. In planning the implementation of this step,
these resources were allocated among this step's sub-steps. The alloca-
tion was developed on the basis of the author's experience with the
Methodology rather than on the basis of standardized rules because such
rules had not been documented at the time that this step was being im-
plemented. Allocation rules were not developed and documented during
the course of the field test because the author did not believe that
their absence represented a critical gap in the Methodology. Three
fourths of the available resources or approximately seven and one half
hours of methodologist time, and three and three fourths hours of deci-
sion maker time was devoted to step 1.6.2. Such a large amount of
resources was devoted to this step because it was here that the
problems to be solved through the use of the Methodology were to be iden-
tified. The remaining resources were allocated among the remaining suo-
steps of step 1.6. The majority of the remaining resources were allocated
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to step 1.6.5. In that sub-step, a time table was to be developed for
implementing the Methodology for a particular decision maker. The major-
ity of the remaining resources were allocated to this step because such a
timetable is critical to the successful implementation of the Methodology.
This timetable provides the decision maker with a clear idea of the type
of activities that he/she will be performing at different points in the
contracting period. This timetable also provides the methodologist with
a reasonably operational overview of the work to be performed.
1.6.2 Cycle to major process 2.0 and use the steps of that major
process to identify the problems that the decision maker would
like to solve during this application of the Methodology.
2.0
Identify problems.
2.1
Plan the implementation of this major process.
2.1.1
Determine the resources that are available for
implementing this major step.
There were 4.8 hours or 288 minutes of decision maker time and
9.6 hours or 576 minutes of methodologist time available for the
imple-
mentation of this major process.
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2.1.2
Allocate these resources among the steps of this major
process according to the following percentages: (These
percentages are based on percentages developed by Cof-
fing [Coffing, Hodson, and Hutchinson, 1973].)
50% to step 2.2
15% to step 2.3
30% to step 2.4
5% to steps 2.5 through 2.8
Using the above percentages as a guide, the available resources
were allocated among the steps of this major process as follows: 4.8
hours of decision maker time to step 2.2, .7 hours of decision maker time
to step 2.3, 1.4 hours of decision maker time to step 2.4, and .2 hours
of decision maker time to steps 2.5 through 2.8.
2.1.3
Confirm the allocation with the decision maker for whom
this major process is to be applied.
Mr. Jackson did not request any modifications in the above re-
source allocation.
2.1.4
Proceed to step 2.2:
2.2 Determine the decision maker's concerns about who
needs what according to whom with respect to the
problem area _ this application.
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2.2.1 The methodologist asks the decision maker to write in
a list of his/her responses to the question, "Who are
the individuals or groups involved in this problem area
whose needs are important to you?"
2.2.2 The methodologist asks the decision maker to write in
a list his/her responses to the question, "For these
persons or groups, what kinds of needs are important
to you?"
In thinking about revamping the present Undergraduate program in
Special Education, Mr. Jackson identified the following individuals and
groups as having needs that he was interested in meeting. In the context
of the Methodology, the people that Mr. Jackson identified are called
needers
.
1. The directors of other teacher preparation programs.
2. Students involved in the elementary education program.
3. Students involved in programs dealing with early childhood.
4. The staff of such institutions as Belchertown State Hospital.
5. Teachers in the field.
6. Students presently involved in human development programs.
7. BDIC (Bachelor’s Degree with Individual Concentration) students..
8. Students of the University Without Walls.
9. Administrators in the field.
In considering the types of needs that the above people
might have
in the area of revamping the present two year
Undergraduate Program in
Special Education, Mr. Jackson identified the following
as the types of
needs that he was interested in meeting.
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1. Change in attitude from deficit trainers to asset seekers.
2. Diagnosing.
3. Implementation strategies.
4. Knowledge of the available techniques for implementing 766.
5. Individualization.
6. Demonstration of the fact that you can individualize a class
with special students in it.
7. Redefining roles so as to be non-threatening but still effective
with respect to getting 766 implemented.
8. Understanding of the scope and depth of the Undergraduate Special
Education Program being offered at this institution. (Mr. Jackson
believed that this need is specific to the directors of other
teacher education programs at this University.)
9. Supportive services from interns. (Mr. Jackson believed that
this need was specific to the staff of the Special Education Pro-
gram.)
10. Determine whether or not a program should be established with
students enrolled in the University Without Walls and if a pro-
gram is established how will the students in such a program be
supervised
.
11. Knowledge of the consequences of non-compliance with Chapter 766
(Mr. Jackson believed that this need is specific to administrators
in the field.)
2.2.3 The methodologist asks the decision maker to write
in
a list his/her responses to the question, 'Given the
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persons and needs on your two lists, who would be able
to specifically define these needs?"
Mr. Jackson identified the following people as the most appropri-
ate definers of the previously reported needs.
1. Ms. Scottie Torres
2. Mr. Robert Jackson
3. Ms. Kathy McArdle
4. Mr. Frank Schorn
5. Dr. Richard Clark
6. Ms. Jane Moser
2.2.4 Test the completeness of the decision maker's responses.
2. 2. 4.1 Identify those people whose responses to the
above questions would prove helpful.
The purpose of testing the completeness of Mr. Jackson’s lists
of needers, needs, and definers is to provide him with different perspec-
tives on who might have needs in the area of revamping the Undergraduate
Special Education Program, what these needs might be, and who might be
the most appropriate definers of the specifics of these needs. Mr.
Jackson identified Mr. Frank Schorn and Ms. Kathy McArdle as two individ-
uals whose input might be beneficial.
In implementing this step, the author had Mr. Schorn and Ms.
McArdle perform steps 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 2.2.3. The responses of Ms.
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McArdle will be presented first. In thinking about revamping the present
Undergraduate Program in Special Education, Ms. McArdle identified the
following groups as having needs that she would be interested in meeting:
1 . Older people with experience.
2. Self-directed people.
3. Good salesmen.
4. People who have a good idea of what is going on.
5. Doers
—
people who want to make change.
6. People who like politics because it's a necessary skill.
Ms. McArdle' s responses to the question, "For these persons or
groups, what kinds of needs are important to you?" are as follows:
1. Innundation in humanistic and perceptual psychology.
2. Skills in working with people.
3. Lots of practical experience.
4. Technical skills.
5. Support group.
Ms. McArdle identified two people as being appropriate definers
for these needs. These people were: 1) Ms. McArdle, and 2) Students
enrolled in the undergraduate program.
Mr. Schorn identified the following people as having needs that
he was interested in meeting in the area of revamping the present
two
year Undergraduate Program in Special Education:
1. Members of the Teacher Preparation Program Council at
the
University of Massachusetts.
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2. Ms. McArdle
3. Mr. Jackson
4. Students presently enrolled in the program.
5. Officials of the State Education Department.
6. Dr. Patrick Sullivan (Chairperson for the Transdisciplinary
Cluster at the School of Education)
.
7. Ms. Jane Miller
8. Dr. Gregory Olegy
9. People attached to funding projects.
In Mr. Schorn’s opinion, students presently enrolled in the pro-
gram had the following needs with respect to revamping the program:
1. Specific competencies listed in the program brochure.
2. Developing a positive self-image.
3. Understanding historical perspectives on Special Education.
4. Understanding philosophical perspectives on Special Education.
5. Understanding psycho/social perspectives on Special Education.
6. Communication among the staff.
7. Relate theory to practice.
8. Utilization of microteaching
.
9. Integrate the sequence of courses.
10. More effective feedback.
11. Stating objectives clearly.
12. Closure.
Needs analysis of program by program staff to determine what the
program needs.
13.
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14. Restatement of objectives and assumptions based on one year of
operation.
15. Review of students profile.
16. Interview students in the program.
17. Greater commitment to teaching.
18. Evaluation procedures.
19. Progress reports.
In Mr. Schorn’s opinion, members of the Teacher Preparation Pro-
gram Council had the following need with respect to revamping the Under-
graduate Program:
1. Clear evaluation in terms of behavioral objectives.
In Mr. Schorn's opinion, Ms. McArdle had the following needs with
respect to revamping the Undergraduate Program:
1 . More materials to work with.
2. More flexibility in the amount of time she can spend.
3. Assistance with some presentations.
In Mr. Schorn’s opinion, Mr. Jackson had the following needs with
respect to revamping the Undergraduate Program:
1 . Allocating administrative trivia.
2. His own office.
3. His own phone.
4. Privacy.
5. More staff.
6. Graduate assistants.
7. Full time secretary.
8. More staff meetings.
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9.
Periodic staff evaluations.
10. Suggestions for alternative programs.
11. Public relations.
12. Maintaining image.
13. Project funding.
14. Selecting the right staff.
15. Proposal writing.
In Mr. Schorn's opinion, officials of the State Department of
Education had the following needs with respect to revamping the Under-
graduate Program:
1. How we operationalize 766.
2. How we certify our teachers.
3. Monitoring.
4. Perceive our program as a model and use some of the components
in other teacher preparation programs.
In Mr. Schorn's opinion, Dr. Patrick Sullivan had the following
needs with respect to revamping the Undergraduate Program:
1. Quality control.
2. Integrate the program into the larger framework of the cluster.
In Mr. Schorn's opinion, Ms. Jane Miller had the following needs
with respect to revamping the Undergraduate Program:
1. Establish contacts for undergraduate program—get what Mr.
Jackson wants for money.
In Mr. Schorn's opinion, Dr. Gregory Olegy had the following
needs with respect to revamping the Undergraduate Program:
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1. Exchange of some students.
2. Mutual proposal writing.
Mr. Schorn did not identify specific needs for those people at-
tached to funding projects. Mr. Schorn believed that the best definers
of the needs he identified would be the needers themselves. Therefore,
his answers to the questions posed in steps 2.2.1 and 2.2.3 were identi-
cal .
In implementing this step, the author first organized the re-
sponses of Mr. Schorn and Ms. McArdle into three categories. These
categories are: their collective responses to the question posed in
step 2.2.1, their collective responses to the question posed in step
2.2.2, and their collective responses to the question posed in step
2.2.3. The author then presented each of these response categories to
Mr. Jackson. Finally, the author asked Mr. Jackson to make any changes
in his original lists of needers, needs, and definers that he believed
are necessary, given Mr. Schorn' s and Ms. McArdle 's lists of needers,
needs, and definers. Mr. Jackson added the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th,
and 7th entries from Mr. Schorn's list of needers to his original list
of needers. With respect to needs, Mr. Jackson added to his list the
from Mr. Schorn's list of needs: the need for clearfollowing entries
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evaluation in terms of behavioral objectives, the need for more materials
to work with, the need for project funding, and the need for certifying
our teachers. Mr. Jackson added the 2nd entry from Ms. McArdle's list
of definers and the 7th entry from Mr. Schorn's list of definers to
his own list of definers.
Mr . Jackson selected the following people as those whose needs
are most important to him with respect to revamping the present two year
Undergraduate Program in Special Education:
1. Other program directors.
2. Students in elementary education.
3. Teachers in the field.
4. Special Education students.
5. Ms. McArdle.
6. Ms. Miller.
7. Mr. Jackson.
For the above people, Mr. Jackson selected the following needs as
being important to him with respect to revamping the present Undergraduate
Program in Special Education:
1. Change in attitude from deficit trainers to asset seekers.
2. Understanding the scope and depth of the Undergraduate Program
in Special Education.
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3. Supportive services from the interns.
4. Establishing contacts for funding.
5. Evaluation.
Mr. Jackson believed that the following people could best define
the specifics of the above needs:
1. Ms. Scottie Torres
2. Mr. Jackson
3. Ms. McArdle
4. Mr. Frank Schorn
5. Ms. Jane Miller
2.2.6 Using the above information, the methodologist constructs
sentences in the form of "Who needs what according to whom."
The number of sentences that can be constructed equals the number
of needers times the number of needs times the number of definers. Thus,
175 sentences were constructed using Mr. Jackson’s lists of seven needers,
five needs, and five definers. Because of the large number of sentences,
they will not be presented here. However, a complete list of these needs
sentences is presented in Appendix Five.
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A minor difficulty was encountered in having Mr. Jackson priori-
tize the list of 175 needs sentences. The difficulty was minor in the
sense that it did not prevent this step from accomplishing its purpose
which is to have the decision maker choose those sentences that he/she
believes represent the most important problems from within the problem
area. The difficulty encountered was that the prioritizing of 175 separ-
ate needs sentences was a very tedious task. When Mr. Jackson was asked
to prioritize these sentences, he made a comment to that effect. The
author concurred and in considering the problem asked Mr. Jackson how it
could be solved. Mr. Jackson proposed the following strategy. First
divide the sentences into three categories; those that are most important,
those that are relatively important, and those that are least important.
Then select the most important sentences from the first category. In
implementing this step, the author permitted Mr. Jackson to carry out
the proposed strategy because the author did not believe that that strate-
gy was inconsistent with the purpose of the step. As a result, Mr.
Jackson selected sentences 7, 8, 9, 27, 28, 29, 32, 33, 34, 51, 52, 53,
54, 55, 71, 74, 77, 78, 79, 82, 83, 84, 141, 142, 145, 166, and 170 as
the most important; sentences 2, 3, 4, 24, 61, 62, 63, 64, 99, 117, 118,
132, 133, 134, and 135 as relatively important; and sentences 49, 57, 58,
59, 103, 127, 130, 149, and 174 as least important. From the first cate-
gory, Mr. Jackson selected sentences 166 and 170 as being most critical.
Sentence 166 was "Mr. Jackson’s needs for funding contacts according to
Ms. Torres." Sentence 170 was "Mr. Jackson’s needs for funding contacts
according to Ms. Miller." Sentences not included in these categories
were those that Mr. Jackson had decided were unimportant to him
with re-
spect to revamping the present’ Undergraduate Program in Special
Education
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The way the above problem was solved indicates how Decision Making
Methodology can be further developed through a cooperative effort between
a competent decision maker and a trained methodologist. As was mentioned
in Chapter Three, "The Design Of The Study," this field test was to be
carried out in an uncomplicated situation. Applying the Methodology for a
decision maker, who in the author's opinion is relatively or highly com-
petent, represents a less complicated application of the Methodology than
applying the Methodology for a decision maker whom the author believes is
relatively or highly incompetent. One of the reasons for selecting Mr.
Jackson as the decision maker for whom the Methodology would be applied
during the course of the field test was that the author believed him to
be a highly competent decision maker. If a problem arises while applying
the Methodology for a highly competent decision maker, that decision maker
by reason of his/her competence may provide useful insights into how the
problem may be solved. Such was the case with Mr. Jackson. The insights
of Mr. Jackson were used for the purpose of developing a more practical
strategy for implementing the above step in the situation of the field
test. This is an illustration of how the insights of the decision maker
can be used to develop a more complete version of the Methodology.
Decision Making Methodology uses the judgements and insights of
the decision maker in two ways. First, the judgement of the decision
maker is the primary source of data used throughout the application of
the Methodology. This fact was discussed at a general level in Chapter
One, "Decision Making And Decision Making Methodology: How They Are
Related" and was illustrated at the level of specific methodological
pro
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cedures in Chapter Two, "Decision Making Methodology: A Detailed Analysis."
Second, the relevant insights of competent decision makers are used for
the purpose of further developing the Methodology.
The problem discussed above illustrates that this step is in need
of a practical set of sub-steps for its implementation. The needed sub-
steps were not developed during the course of the field test because the
author did not believe that they would be difficult to develop. In fact,
the recommendations of Mr. Jackson may be viewed as the initial draft of
the needed sub-steps. Thus, some development has already been done. The
problem is presented here so as to provide a complete documentation of
the implementation of step 2.2.7.
2.2.8
The decision maker chooses the first/next sentence.
Of the two need sentences that Mr. Jackson chose, he decided to
work on 166 first.
2.2.9
The decision maker is asked to review the sentence to make
sure that he/she is committed to having defining and measure-
ment done on that sentence.
In reviewing sentence 166, Mr. Jackson confirmed his commitment
to having defining and measurement done on that sentence.
2.2.10
The decision maker confirms the sentence with any other in-
dividuals or groups that he/she wishes to.
313
This step was not implemented because Mr. Jackson did not believe
that he needed to confirm the sentence with any other individuals or
groups
.
2.2.11 The methodologist secures the cooperation of needers and de-
f iner s
.
In sentence 166, Mr. Jackson was the needer while Ms. Torres was
the definer. The cooperation of Mr. Jackson had already been secured.
The author contacted Ms. Torres by phone to determine if she would be
willing to work with the author for the purpose of detailing what she
believed to be the specifics of Mr. Jackson’s needs for funding contacts.
Ms. Torres confirmed her willingness to work with the author.
2.3 Define whose needs for what according to whom.
2.3.1 Develop the defining stimulus.
2. 3. 1.1 The methodologist asks the decision maker to
state the decision maker’s purpose for obtaining
data in relation to this sentence.
In implementing this step, the author asked Mr. Jackson how might
he use Ms. Torres definition of his needs for funding contacts. Mr.
Jackson replied that the definition would be used in his writing of
grants
for Special Education services. Mr. Jackson believed that for
the most
part, such grants could not be written without adequate
funding contacts.
Thus, the purpose that Mr. Jackson had in mind for
obtaining data on his
needs for funding contacts was to enable him to write
fundable grants for
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The hypothetical situation which would be appropriate to Mr.
Jackson's purpose would be one in which he would be writing grants for
Special Education services.
2.3. 1.3 The methodologist inserts the who and the whom
into the situation.
In sentence 166, the who (needer) was Mr. Jackson and the what
(need) was that of funding contacts. By inserting these two pieces of
information into the hypothetical situation, the situation became, "Im-
agine that Bob is writing grants for Special Education services and as he
is writing these grants, all his needs for funding contacts are being met."
2. 3. 1.4 The methodologist determines how the definer
should observe the situation.
Mr. Jackson believed that the definer could best supply him with
useable needs data by simply observing mentally the imagined situation.
For this reason, the following sentence was added to the defining stimu-
lus: "Picture this situation in your mind and describe all the things
that indicate to you that Bob's needs for funding contacts are
being sat
isfied."
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The following stimulus was constructed from the information gen-
erated in steps 2. 3. 1.1 through 2. 3. 1.4 for need sentence 166; "Imagine
that Bob is writing grants for Special Education services and as he is
writing these grants, all of Bob's needs for funding contacts are being
met. Picture this situation in your mind and describe all the things
that indicate to you that Bob's needs for funding contacts are being sat-
isfied .
"
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Mr. Jackson had no objection to the stimulus that had been de-
veloped for needs sentence 166. He believed that the stimulus would
elicit from the definer, a series of components that would provide him
with a clearer and more comprehensive understanding of his needs for
funding contacts.
2.3.2 Have the definer respond to the defining stimulus.
2. 3. 2.1 Set up a meeting with the definer.
2. 3. 2.
2
Have the definer respond to the stimulus.
2. 3. 2.
3
Record the definer 's responses.
2. 3. 2.
4
Have the definer prioritize his/her responses on
the basis of importance.
In implementing the above steps, Ms. Torres identified two com-
ponents of Mr. Jackson's needs for funding contacts. These components
are:
1. Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of State and federal
funds
.
2. Establishing inroads into sources of funds.
2.3. 2.5 Check the prioritized components for clarity.
2. 3. 2.
6
If the resources permit further operationalize fuzzy
components starting with the one having the highest
priority
.
2. 3. 2.
7
If the resources permit have the definer prioritize
any new responses.
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Neither of the above components were operationally defined. Two
additional cycles of operationalization and prioritization were carried
out because the resources and desire of Ms. Torres permitted it. The
first cycle resulted in sub-components for each component. The second
cycle generated specific items under each sub-component. The prioritized
sub-components and prioritized sub-component items are as follows:
1. Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of State and federal
funds.
1.1 Know people who can give reliable information such as:
1.1.1 Ms. Torres
1.1.2 Kathy Fitzgerald
1.1.3 Paul Cauette
1.1.4 Pete Demures
1.1.5 Mike Moriarty
1.1.6 Bob Audette
1.1.7 Dan Burk
1.1.8 Art Eve
1.1.9 Janet Owens
1.2 Know specific monies that Bob can link up with.
1.2.1 Title 6B-Innovative Programs-Kathy Fitzgerald.
1.2.2 89313-Federal money to private schools and institu-
tions-Jack Burk.
1.2.3 Title 6D-Inservice-Carrolyn Scott.
1.2.4 Deaf-Speech-Language-Dr . Anise Hagerty.
1.2.5 Title 6E-Research Money (No specific contact
mentioned)
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1.2.6 4A Social Service Welfare (No contact mentioned)
.
1.2.7 Minority money—multi—racial, multi—cultural education
for children with special needs (Ms. Torres).
2. Establishing inroads into sources of funds.
2.1
Getting out of the University.
2.1.1 Know Jene Thayer of the State Advisory Commission on
Special Education.
2.1.2 Know Don Snider of the State Advisory Commission on
Special Education.
2.1.3 Come to staff meetings that Ms. Torres would be will-
ing to set up.
2.1.4 Come to individual meetings with Special Education
directors and LEA's to explain how the diagnostic
prescriptive teacher model can meet their needs.
2.2 Extend your contacts.
2.2.1 Establish contacts at the Council for Exceptional
Children.
2.2.2 Identify existing national contacts.
2.2.3 H.E.W.
2.2.4 Council for Political Action which coordinates all
Special Education funding. Ms. Torres is the
Massachusetts representative to the Council.
2.3 Find out school district needs.
2.3.1 Conduct your own needs analysis.
2.3.2 Use Ms. Torres' needs analysis of what Special Educa
tion programs want.
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2.3.3
Use Ms. Torres' needs analysis of what are the in-
service needs of Special Education programs.
The way in which the above information is organized, that is by
components, sub-components, and operational items, is the way in which
it was reported to Mr. Jackson.
2.3. 2.8 Record all problems encountered in the defining
process as well as any additional comments made by
the definer regarding the need or the process.
No serious problems were encountered during the defining process
carried out with Ms. Torres. This fact was conveyed to Mr. Jackson when
the author reported to him the specifics of Ms. Torres' definition of
his needs for funding contacts.
_ —
-
2.3.3
Report the definer' s definition to the decision maker.
2. 3.
3.1
Write the report.
2. 3. 3. 1.1 Compile the results of the defining process.
2. 3. 3. 1.2 Write a statement of the procedures used to
obtain the definition.
2. 3. 3. 1.3 Document all problems, difficulties, and
limitations encountered in the process.
2. 3. 3. 1.4 Compile the above in the following sequence;
whom what whom sentence, stimulus, defini-
tion, and problems.
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The information contained in the definition report has already been
presented . Therefore, the report itself will not be presented here.
2. 3. 3. 2 Present the report to the decision maker offering
to answer any questions.
Mr. Jackson had no questions with respect to the definition report
on the needs sentence, "Bob's needs for funding contacts according to Ms.
Torres."
2.4 Measure the degree to which the definition of the need is being
met.
2.4.1 Choose the components to be measured.
In examining Ms. Torres' definition of his needs for funding con-
tacts, Mr. Jackson identified one item that he was interested in. The
item chosen was item #1, "Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of
State and federal funds." In reviewing this item, Mr. Jackson believed
that it should be broken into two sub-items. These sub-items were: 1)
Knowledge of availability and priority of State funds, and 2) Knowledge
of availability and priority of federal funds.
Rather than initiate measurement on these two components, Mr.
Jackson decided that the defining process should be carried out on the
one remaining need sentence, since both sentences dealt with Mr. Jackson
s
need for funding contacts. The only difference between the two
sentences
is that each called for different definers. In the second
sentence, Ms.
Jane Miller was the definer. Mr. Jackson believed that Ms.
Miller's
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definition would provide him with a more complete list of the possible com-
ponents of his need for funding contacts. Mr. Jackson also believed that
a more complete list of components would increase his changes of choosing
components that were truly important to him. Therefore, the author cycled
back to step 2.2.8 and repeated the defining process for the remaining need
sentence.
2.2.8
The decision maker chooses the first/next needs sentence.
"Bob's needs for funding contacts, according to Ms. Miller,"
was the only need sentence on which defining and measurement remained to
be done.
2.2.9
The decision maker is asked to review the sentence to
make sure that he/ she is committed to having defining
and measuring done on that sentence.
Mr. Jackson was highly committed to having defining and measuring
done on this sentence, especially since Ms. Torres' definition of his
needs for funding contacts had only contained one component that he be-
lieved was appropriate to his decision making situation.
2.2.10
The decision maker confirms the sentence with any other
appropriate individuals of groups that he/she wishes to,
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This step was not implemented because Mr. Jackson did not believe
that he needed to confirm the sentence with any other individuals or
v
groups.
Both Mr. Jackson, the needer, and Ms. Miller, the definer, were
ameanable to working with the author during the defining and measurement
process
.
2.3 Define whose needs for what according to whom.
2.3.1 Develop the defining stimulus.
The same defining stimulus was used with Ms. Miller as was used
with Ms. Torres. The use of the same stimulus was possible for a number
of reasons. First, Mr. Jackson had the same purpose in mind for using
the definition provided by both definers. That purpose was the writing
of grants for Special Education services. Because Mr. Jackson had the.
same purpose with respect to each sentence, the same hypothetical situa-
tion could be used in each stimulus. Second, the needer and the need
were identical in both sentences. In both, Mr. Jackson was the needer
while the need was that of funding contacts. Finally, the way in which
the definer was to observe the situation was to be the same in both de-
fining stimuli. Mr. Jackson believed that Ms. Miller could best observe
the situation by observing it occurring in her mind. This was the same
method of observation used in the stimulus presented to Ms. Torres.
323
2.3.2 Have the definer respond to the defining stimulus.
2. 3. 2.1 Set up a meeting with the definer.
2. 3. 2.
2
Have the definer respond to the stimulus.
2. 3. 2.
3
Record the definer' s responses.
2. 3. 2.
4
Have the definer prioritize his/her responses on the
basis of importance.
In implementing the above step, Ms. Miller identified seven com-
ponents of Mr. Jackson's need for funding contacts. These components are:
1. Get other administrative tasks taken care of before you go after
monies
.
2. More outreach.
3. Pick up on interest in the area.
4. Function on what is generated by outreach.
5. Develop fundable graduate programs in Special Education.
6. Writing proposals.
7. Get federal funds.
2. 3. 2. 5 Check the prioritized components for clarity.
2. 3. 2. 6 If resources permit further * operationalize fuzzy com-
ponents starting with the one having the highest
priority.
2. 3. 2. 7 If resources permit, have the definer prioritize any
new responses.
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In examining the seven items composing Ms. Miller's initial defin-
ition of Mr. Jackson's needs for funding contacts, the author decided, and
Ms. Miller agreed, that they were all fairly ambiguous. Therefore, addi-
tional defining was done on each item. This additional work was halted
when the resources available for defining were exhausted. The following
is a prioritized list of the additional items generated.
Get other administrative tasks taken care of before you go after
monies
.
1.1 Define administrative and/or organizational roles.
1.1.1 Define the roles of teaching assistants.
1.1.2 Define the roles of oncoming faculty members.
1.1.3 Define the objectives of the graduate/doctoral program.
1.1.4 Define the objectives of the undergraduate program.
1.1.5 Define the utilization of other cluster personnel.
2. More outreach.
2.1 Get out of this area.
2.2 Establish more contacts with State agencies.
2.3 Maintain more contacts with school systems.
2.4 Follow up requests for visits from schools.
3. Pick up on interest in the area.
3.1 Follow up on possibilities at the University first.
3.1.1 Art Eve
3.1.2 Atron Gentry
3.2 Know State priorities for 766.
3.3 Know federal priorities for 766.
3.4 Perform a needs analysis.
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3.5 Determine if the inservice master's program is generating
interest in Special Education Program.
3.6 Conduct workshops.
4. Function on what is generated by outreach.
4.1 Document interest and use it as a validation for funding.
4.2 Consult with school systems.
4.3 Design workshops but don't necessarily give them yourself.
4.4 Develop one child evaluations.
5. Develop fundable graduate programs in Special Education.
5.1 Develop administrative/supervisory programs in Special Educa-
tion because of federal interest in such.
5.2 Develop an urban Special Education Program.
5.3 Develop programs that have not been done before.
5.4 Develop programs that there is a need for.
5.5 Develop accountability programs for Special Education.
6.
Writing proposals.
6.1 Boston has an agency for referal to sources of money and
for providing technical assistance in writing grants. This
is made up of consultants from M.I.T. and Harvard.
6.2 Determine your strengths and resources first.
6.3 Determine needs.
6.4 Write when there is a need.
6.5 Teach grantsmanship
.
7.
Get federal funds.
7.1 Use already set up pathways.
7.1.1 Your own contacts in D.C.
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7.1.2 People here at the University.
7.1.3 Pull in funds to demonstrate federal interest.
7.1.4 Go through the University to get federal funds.
—
|
2. 3. 2.
8
Record all problems encountered in the defining
process as well as any additional comments made by
the definer regarding the need or the process.
No serious problems were encountered during the defining process
carried out with Ms. Miller. This fact was conveyed to Mr. Jackson when
the author reported to him the specifics of Ms. Miller’s definition of
his needs for funding contacts.
2.4
Measure the degree to which the definition of the need is being
met.
2.4.1 Choose the components to be measured.
In examining Ms. Miller's definition of his needs for funding
contacts, Mr. Jackson chose items 3.2 and 3.3 as two which he would like
to see measured. Mr. Jackson then added these components to the
two
components that he had selected from Ms. Torres' definition of his
need
for funding contacts.
2.4.3 Prioritize the chosen components.
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Mr. Jackson prioritized the chosen components on the basis of the
importance which he believed that each had with respect to his meeting
his needs for funding contacts. The resultant prioritization is as
follows:
1. Knowledge of State priorities for 766.
2. Knowledge of federal priorities for 766.
3. Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of State funds.
4. Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of federal funds.2.4.4
Review the prioritized components to make sure that the
decision maker is committed to measuring these compon-
ents .
Mr. Jackson was committed to measuring these components especially
since he believed that if these components were completely satisfied, then
his needs for funding contacts would be fulfilled.
—
r
2.4.5
Confirm the prioritized components with any relevant
others chosen by the decision maker.
This step was not implemented for the same reason that step
2. 2. 1C
was not implemented.
2.4.6
Allocate the available resources to the chosen components.
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According to the resource allocation developed in step 2.1.2,
there were ninety six minutes of decision maker time and one hundred and
ninety two minutes of methodologist time available for the implementation
this step. Mr. Jackson decided to allocate his resources among the
components equally. The author also allocated his resources equally
among the components to be measured. Thus, each component was allocated
twenty four minutes of decision maker time and fourty eight minutes of
methodologist time for the purpose of measurement.
2. A.
7
Review the allocation.
Mr. Jackson did not request any change in the resource allocation
developed in the previous step. He believed that the allocation accurate-
ly reflected the amount of time that should be expended in the measurement
of each component.
2.4.8 Choose the first/next component to be measured.
Mr. Jackson was the needer referred to in each of the four compon
ents to be measured. The needs themselves were also similar. They each
involved Mr. Jackson's knowledge of some source of information. Need
components one and two involved Mr. Jackson's knowledge of State and fed-
eral priorities for implementing 766. Need components three and four
in-
volved Mr. Jackson's knowledge of the priorities and availabilities
of
certain types of funds. Given these similarities, Mr. Jackson
believed
that these components could be measured at the same time.
Ihe author
concurred and then he and Mr. Jackson established a time
when they could
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both expend their respective resources for the purpose of measuring the
degree to which each of these components were presently fulfilled.
The terms "short form" and "long form" refer to the complexity of
the measurement procedures to be used. Long form or complex measurement
procedures are to be used in situations in which large amounts of re-
sources are available. In the measurement of needs, a large amount of
resources has been defined, with respect to the resource of time as more
than one hour of methodologist time (Coffing, Hodson, and Hutchinson,
1973, Hodson, 1974). In this situation, emperical measurement of the
degree to which a need is fulfilled is possible. However, emperical
measurement is very difficult when the available methodologist time is
less than one hour. In small resource situations, ones in which there
is less than one hour of methodologist time, estimation is the measurement
technique used. This technique involves having the definer make a judge-
ment as to the extent to which a need is accomplished. Due to the amount
of resources available for measuring the chosen components estimation
was to be the measurement technique to be usea.
2.4.10 Ask the definer to estimate the degree to which the
component is met.
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The components to be measured were generated by two different
definers. Components one and two were generated by Ms. Torres. Compon-
ents three and four were generated by Ms. Miller. When the measurement
of these components was to take place, neither of these definers were
available. In discussing this problem with Mr. Jackson, he believed that
he could assume the role of the definer in the measurement process. Mr.
Jackson based his belief on the fact that he is the needer and as needer
should be able to provide valid qualitative insights into the degree to
which his needs are presently fulfilled. Thus, Mr. Jackson assumed the
role of the definer in the measurement process. In estimating the degree
to which each of the four needs are met, Mr. Jackson decided that none of
them were met to any significant degree. Thus, the degree of accomplish-
ment for each need was recorded as zero.
In short form measurement procedures, the estimator is the one
who is most knowledgeable of the degree to which a particular need of a
particular needer is met. Such a person will usually have had a substan-
tial degree of direct contact with the needer. In most cases, the definer
of a need will fulfill this qualification. If and when a definer is un-
able to participate in the estimation process, as was the case in this
field test, the criterion on which a substitute is to be chosen should be
that of knowledge of the degree to which a particular need is met. It
seems logical to assume that one of the persons other than the
definer
who would have a great understanding of the degree to which
a particular
need is met would be the needer. This point is stressed
so as to provide
a guideline £or solving this problem should it arise in
future applies-
tions of the Methodology.
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This step was not implemented because no other sentences remained
to be examined. What was done was to proceed to the next step.
2.6 Prioritize all problems that have been identified through the
above steps.
In this Decision Making Methodology, problems are defined as un-
met needs. The priorities that Mr. Jackson gave the four needs that were
measured in step 2.4.10 are as follows:
1. Knowledge of State priorities for 766.
2. Knowledge of federal priorities for 766.
3. Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of State funds.
4. Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of federal funds.
2.7 Evaluate the implementation of this major process.
The effectiveness of this major process was not evaluated through
the use of a formalized set of procedures. The process used was the
author's determination of whether or not this major process had accomp-
lished its purpose which is to identify those problems to which
the
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decision maker would like to have the Methodology applied during a given
application. This author has intrepreted the existence of a prioritized
list of problems as indicative of the fact that this major process has
accomplished its purpose.
Mr. Jackson was the only, and therefore the highest, priority
decision maker for whom the Methodology was being applied during this
field test.
1 . 6 . 7. 4 If steps 1.6.1 through 1.6.6 have been carried
out with the decision maker, then a plan for im-
plementing the Methodology for that decision
maker will have been developed. In this case,
the methodologist should review the plan and
compile a list of options as to those sections
of the Methodology that can be carried out with
the decision maker at this time. If steps 1.6.1
through 1.6.6 have not been carried out, then
they should be implemented at this time.
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Steps 1.6.3 through 1.6.6 had not been implemented with Mr. Jackson.
Therefore, the author began carrying out these steps beginning with step
1.6.3.
1.6.3 Allocate the resources that are available for implementing
the Methodology among the problems that have been identi-
fied .
Approximately four hours of Mr. Jackson's time had been used in
applying the Methodology to this point. This left approximately forty
four hours of decision maker time yet to be used. This time was distrib-
uted among the problems to be solved according to the following alloca-
tion: problem number one, twelve hours; problem number two, twelve hours;
problem number three, ten hours; and problem number four, ten hours. In
reviewing this allocation, Mr. Jackson decided to devote one additional
hour of his time to the application of the Methodology. This additional
hour was allocated to the fourth problem. Thus, eleven rather than ten
hours of Mr. Jackson's time was to be devoted to helping him identify
the priorities and availabilities of federal funds.
In reviewing the above resource allocation, the author identified
a critical gap in the long form of the Methodology. As has been
mentioned,
the long form of Decision Making Methodology is designed for
use in situ-
ations where a decision maker has more than twenty three
hours available
for solving a particular problem. According to the
above allocation, an
amount of time equal to or in excess of twenty three
hours was not avail-
able for solving any of the problems that Mr.
Jackson was interested in.
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Therefore, long form procedures were inappropriate and short form procedures
needed to be used. Although short form procedures had been developed and
documented at the time of the field test, there was no mechanism for
cycling the decision maker from the long form to the short form if and
when it became apparent that there were insufficient resources for using
the long form. This problem represented what the author believed to be a
critical gap in the Methodology.
A two part solution was developed to fill this gap. The first
part involved revising step 1.6.3 to read:
1.6.3 Allocate the resources that are available for implementing
the Methodology among the problems that have been identi-
fied. For problems that have twenty three hours or less
of decision maker time allocated to them, short form pro-
cedures should be used. For problems which have more than
twenty three hours of decision maker time allocated to
them, long form procedures should be used.
The change in step 1.6.3 provided a new methodological procedure
for solving the problem of having to change from long form to short form
procedures at a particular point in the Methodology at which that problem
was found to occur. The second part of the solution involved a change in
step 1.5. 8. 6. 2. It was in this step that the contingencies under which
the contract could be altered are explained to the contract decision
maker
The change in this step was one of elaboration. The new version of
this
step cited a particular contingency which applied to the above
problem.
The new version of step 1.5. 8. 7.
2
is as follows:
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1.5. 8. 7. 2 Explain to the contract decision maker the contin-
gencies under which the terms of the contract may
be altered. One such contingency would be a decrease
in the available resources of the. magnitude that re-
quired a change from long form procedures to short
form procedures.
The change in step 1.5. 8. 7. 2 alerts the decision maker to the
possibility of encountering a problem of the type previously discussed
before that problem actually arises.
The changes in both steps illustrate a unique aspect of Decision
Making Methodology; namely that the Methodology adapts to the decision
maker’s environment rather than the other way around. The Methodology
does not coerce or demand that the decision maker manipulate his/her
environment so that it is consistent with the Methodology. When the
amount of resources available for the solution of specific problems
changes the application of the Methodology is not terminated, rather the
application of the Methodology is tailored to this new resource situation.
The changes in both steps also illustrate a fundamental character-
istic of methodological development, that is, the point at which Decision
Making Methodology will be considered fully developed. Once this Decision
Making Methodology has procedures for successfully dealing with all deci-
sion makers and decision making environments, then the Methodology will
have been fully developed. Prior to this field test, the Methodology had
no procedures for cycling from its long form to its short form. The need
for such cycling may arise quite often in the sense that a methodologist
may encounter this problem in many different decision making
environments.
The lack of methodological procedures to deal with this problem
is indica-
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tive of the Methodology's incompleteness in a certain area. The develop-
ment of procedures for solving this problem is indicative of the complete-
ness of the Methodology increasing; of further development going on; of a
perfect Decision Making Methodology being designed.
To solve this cycling problem, the author implemented the new
version of step 1.6.3 and initiated the usage of short form procedures.
The short form of Decision Making Methodology is composed of the following
eight major processes:
1. Planning.
2. Identify problems.
3. Develop a purpose statement.
4. Generate alternative solutions.
5. Choose the most appropriate solution.
6. Develop an operational design for the chosen solution.
7. Implement the solution.
8. Evaluate
.
The second major process of the short form and the second major
process of the long form have the same purpose; that is to identify those
specific problems that the decision maker would like to solve during
the
application of the Methodology. The difference between these major
processes is that the process used in the long form to identify
problems
is more complex than the problem identification process
used in the short
form. This difference in complexity is due to the
amount of available
resources. With large amounts of available resources,
as is the case
with the long form, a complex problem identification
process can be used.
Such is not the case with the short form.
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The application of the short form began with those procedures
whose purposes had not yet been accomplished. Since the second major pro-
cess of both the long form and the short form have the same purpose and
because the second major process of the long form had already been suc-
cessfully implemented, the logical point for starting the application of
the short form would be major process three.
Results of Implementing the Short Form
Results of Implementing Major Process 3.0 :
"Develop a Purpose Statement" for the Highest
Priority Problem of the Decision Maker
3.0 Determine a statement of the purpose with respect to the problem
area with which this application of the Methodology will deal.
3.1 Determine from the Resource Allocation Chart the time
available for this step. All of step 3.0 must be accomp-
lished within this amount of resources.
The Resource Allocation Chart is a table that lists the percentages
of the total amount of resources to be allocated to major processes two
through eight of the short form of the Methodology. The format of the
chart is as follows:
Figure 3
Blank Resource Allocation Chart
Process %_
Identify Problems 10
State Purpose 2
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Alternative Solutions 10
Choose Solution 10
Operational Design 18
Implement Design 40
Evaluation 10
Were the application of the short form beginning with the first
major process, the Resource Allocation Chart would have been filled out
during that major process. However, since the first major process of the
short form had not been carried out, a resource allocation chart needed
to be developed for each of the four problems that Mr. Jackson was inter-
ested in solving. The resource allocation charts that were developed were
as follows:
Figure 4
Resource Allocation Chart
Problem #1: Knowledge of State Priorities for 766
Process % Hours
State Purpose 2 .25
Alternative Solutions 10 1.20
Choose Solution 10
9
1.20
Operational Design 18 2.16
Implement Design 40 4.80
Evaluation 10 1.20
Unallocated Resources 10 1.20
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Figure 5
Resource Allocation Chart
Problem #2: Knowledge of Federal Priorities for 766
Process % Hours
State Purpose 2
.25
Alternative Solutions 10 1.20
Choose Solution 10 1.20
Operational Design 18 2.16
Implement Design 40 4.80
Evaluation 10 1.20
Unallocated Resources 10 1.20
Figure 6
Resource Allocation Chart
Problem #3: Knowledge of Priorities and
of State Funds
Availabilities
Process % Hours
State Purpose 2 .20
Alternative Solutions 10 1.00
Choose Solution 10 1.00
Operational Design 18 1.80
Implement Design 40 4.00
Evaluation 10 1.00
Unallocated Resources 10 1.00
3A0
Figure 7
Resource Allocation Chart
Problem #4: Knowledge of Priorities and Availabilities
of Federal Funds
Process % Hours
State Purpose 2 .21
Alternative Solutions 10 1.10
Choose Solution 10 1.10
Operational Design 18 1.98
Implement Design 40 4.40
Evaluation 10 1.10
Unallocated Resources 10 1.10
Approximately 10% of the resources provided for solving each prob-
lem was not allocated to a particular major process of the Methodology.
The unallocated resources were those that would normally be consumed in
the implementation of major process two, "Identify Problems." Since
specific problems had already been identified, there was no need to im-
plement this major process. Thus, a certain amount of resources were
unallocated. Mr. Jackson did not make any decisions regarding the use of
these resources at this time. He believed that such a decision could be
better made at some later date.
At this point, a minor gap was discovered in the short form of
Decision Making Methodology. The gap identified was one of
completeness.
The planning procedures of the short form are incomplete.
These planning
procedures provide no strategy for deciding what sections of
the Methodol
ogy are to be applied to what
problems at what points during the applies-
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tion. A similar gap was identified during the logical analysis of the
long form of the Methodology. Its planning procedures were also found to
be incomplete. New methodological procedures were designed to fill this
gap. Because similar gaps were identified in both short and long forms,
the author believed that similar procedures could be used to fill both
gaps. Thus, what may be needed to fill the gap identified in the planning
procedures of the short form is to integrate the new planning procedures
of the long form into the short form. Thus, some initial work on filling
the gap in the short fora has already been done. Specific procedures
were not designed to fill this gap because the author did not consider
these procedures to be difficult to design, due to the fact that some in-
itial work had already been done on filling the gap.
During the field test, Mr. Jackson decided that the best way to
sequence the application would be to solve the highest priority problem
first, the second highest priority problem second, the third highest
priority problem third, and the fourth highest priority problem last.
Therefore, at this point, the second major process of the short form was
applied to problem #1. Thus, the problems were to be solved sequentially
according to their priorities. The fifteen available minutes were dis-
tributed equally among these steps resulting in three minutes being
al-
located to each. The results of the usage of these steps
appears below.
As indicated above, there was only fifteen minutes available
for the im-
plementation of major process two. This major process consisted of six
major steps, five of which still remained to be implemented.
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Mr. Jackson and the author decided that three minutes was not
enough time to perform any of the above activities. Therefore, the above
step was not implemented. Mr. Jackson decided to allocate the saved re-
sources to later steps in this major process.
!3.3 The decision maker uses the results of this analysis (3.2) and
the results of the definition of needs (the definition of needs
page of the workbook) to help him/her state the purpose that
he/she has in dealing with the problem area. The rest of this
application of the Methodology will be designed around this
statement of purpose in order to deal effectively with the
problem, e.g., the decision maker might choose to meet the need
that was rated most unmet.
The purpose that Mr. Jackson had for dealing with the problem of
knowledge of State priorities for implementing 766 was "to know State
priorities for implementing 766." Mr. Jackson believed that if this
purpose were accomplished, the. problem would be solved.
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f3.5 The decision maker revises the purpose and if necessary, re-
cycles through 3.4.
The resources not used in step 3.2 were used here. A purpose is
desirable if a decision maker is truly committed to accomplishing it. A
purpose is definable if a decision maker has a reasonably clear idea of
the purpose's meaning; and a purpose is practical if it can be accomplished
within the available resources. Mr. Jackson believed that the purpose "to
know state priorities for implementing 766" met all these criteria.
3.6 Once all the answers to the questions in 3.4 are yes, write
the purpose in the workbook.
In the short form of the Methodology, a workbook or decision making
log is provided. The purpose of the workbook is to record the decision
maker's responses to certain methodological procedures. A blank workbook
is provided in Appendix One which also contains the version of the short
form used in this field test. In implementing this step, the exact word-
recorded in the appropriate section of the workbook.ing of the purpose was
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Results of Implementing Major Process 4 . 0
:
"Generate Alternative Solutions" for the
Hishest Priority Problem of the Decision Maker
4.0
Develop alternative solutions.
4.1 Determine the amount of resources available for this step
from the Resource Allocation Chart. All of step 4.0 must
be accomplished within this amount of time.
4.2 Determine the solutions to the purpose.
4.2.1 Put down on a piece of paper all the solutions that
you would label usual solutions. This includes
solutions that you have tried in the past with a
similar problem.
4.2.2 Put down all the ways that you can possibly accomp-
lish the purpose. You are looking for usual solu-
tions to the problem.
4.2.3 If resources allow, on a second piece of paper write
out all the ways that you could fail to accomplish
the purpose.
4.2.4 If step 4.2.3 was performed, look at the list of ways
that you could fail to accomplish the purpose and use
this list to produce solutions for the purpose.
4.3 Producing a final list of alternatives.
4.3.1 Look at all the lists and test for redundant solu-
tions. Cross out all but one of the redundant solu-
tions in each case of redundancy.
4.3.2 Enter in the workbook the list of alternative solu-
i
tions
.
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According to the Resource Allocation Chart, seventy two minutes of
decision maker time were available for developing a list of alternative
solutions. Since the author had planned to devote twice as much of his
own time to the application of the Methodology as was devoted by the de-
cision maker, there were one hundred and forty four minutes of the author's
time available for the development of a list of alternative solutions. In
examining the above steps, the author realized that all of his available
time would not be consumed in their implementation. This realization was
based on the fact that the steps themselves were neither so complex or so
extensive that they would require one hundred and fourty four minutes for
their implementation.
The author discussed the problem with Mr. Jackson, mentioning
that one use to which the excess resources could be put to would be for
the author to acquire additional lists of alternative solutions from
people whose judgement and knowledge Mr. Jackson respected. Mr. Jackson
considered the proposal viable and identified the following people as
those from whom the author should gather additional lists of alternative
solutions: Joe Rice, Pete Demiers, Mike Moriarty, Scottie Torres, Paul
Cauette, and Janet Owens.
Before implementing this step, Mr. Jackson decided that the re-
sources that he had available for developing a list of alternative solu-
tions were to be consumed in a single meeting. This decision had implica-
tions for when the author would acquire the additional lists of alterna-
tive solutions. These lists could not be acquired after the meeting be-
cause at that time, Mr. Jackson would be engaged in implementing the next
major process of the Methodology and would not have time to consider the
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contents of the lists. Therefore, the author would have to acquire the
additional lists of alternative solutions before the meeting began. Then
during the course of the meeting, after Mr. Jackson had generated his own
list of alternative solutions, the author would present the additional
lists of alternatives. Mr. Jackson could then add to his original list
any solutions from the additional lists that he believed to be relevant
to his purpose.
In acquiring the lists of alternative solutions, the author imple-
mented step 4.2.2 with as many of the above people as possible. Step
4.2.2 was not implemented with Joe Rice or Scottie Torres because the
author was unable to contact these two people. A telephone conversation
rather than a direct person to person meeting was the method used to im-
plement step 4.2.2. A telephone conversation was used because it was less
time consuming. Step 4.2.2 was used rather than step 4.2.1 because the
author believed that the wording of step 4.2.2 was more general and would
therefore generate a wider range of alternative solutions. The author
believed that Mr. Jackson would be benefited by a wider rather than a nar-
rower list of alternative solutions. Step 4.2.2 was used rather than step
4.2.3 because the author believed that step 4.2.3 required activities that
would be difficult to explain over the telephone. If the step was unintel-
ligable to the person who was to generate the list of alternative solutions
two problems could arise. First, a very incomplete list might be generated
Second, no alternatives may be generated. In both cases, Mr. Jackson would
be provided with fewer alternative solutions than may have been
provided if
a more comprehensable stimulus had been employed initially.
The list of alternative solutions that was acquired from Paul
Cauette is as follows:
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1. Core evaluation team.
^^luciting the special needs of individual students.
- prescribing an educational plan using the evaluation data.
- preschool screening.
2. Inservice training for all levels from administrators to parents.
3. Secondary programs for emotionally disturbed.
4. Resource room concept.
Mr. Cauette made the following additional comments: "These prior-
ities are that of the regional office and not of the State per se. I’m
still waiting for Dr. Rice's priorities."
The list of alternative solutions that was acquired from Pete
Dimures is as follows:
1. Development of a screening and identification procedure.
2. Developing a preschool evaluation procedure and a preschool pro-
gram in general
.
3. Core evaluation team.
4. Developing a program in junior and senior high school in all areas
of special needs.
Mr. Dimures made the following additional comments: "These prior-
ities depend to some extent on the region."
The list of alternative solutions that was acquired from Mike
Moriarty is as follows:
1. Janet Owens is developing a five year plan and your program should
be consistent with that plan.
Generic teachers to work with mildly involved kids or those who
spend 75% of their time in regular classrooms.
2.
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3. Evaluation and assessment of individual children.
4. Preschool program.
5. Diagnostic prescriptive teacher model.
6. Resource room concept.
7. Consultant teacher model.
Mr. Moriarty also made the following comment about his seven pre-
vious responses: "Approaches four through seven are specific approaches
to teacher training that we are considering."
Janet Owens provided the following list of alternative solutions:
1. Know the regulations for implementing 766.
2. Look at the requirements for certifying Special Education teachers.
3. Attend meetings that are held at the training institutions.
4. There are some specific priorities such as core evaluation teams,
planning, and Special Education administrators.
In examining the above responses, the author realized that with
the exception of the responses of Janet Owens, most of these responses
were not alternative ways of identifying the State's priorities for imple-
menting 766, but rather they were lists of what particular people believed
the State's priorities to be. In other words, what most of these responses
represented was results rather than means. If these responses were accur-
ate, that is, if they were a valid listing of the State's priorities for
implementing 766 rather than an individual's biased listing, then Mr.
Jackson's problem would be solved. In which case Mr. Jackson would not
need to develop and implement a strategy for identifying the State's prior-
ities for implementing 766 because he would already have knowledge of what
those priorities are. Given this possibility, it seemed logical that
the
author present the above responses to Mr. Jackson before he
developed a
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list of alternative solutions. Then if Mr. Jackson believed that the re-
sponses were an accurate listing of the State's priorities for implement-
ing 766, he could consider this problem solved. At this point, he could
move on to the next problem to which he would like to apply the Methodology.
If Mr. Jackson believed that the responses were an inaccurate listing of
the State's priorities for implementing 766, he could then develop a list
of alternative identification strategies.
In reviewing these responses, Mr. Jackson looked for common items.
He believed that if a particular item was in fact a State priority, then
that item would appear on most of the lists. Mr. Jackson identified two
such items. The common items were core evaluation teams and inservice
training. He believed that these two items were the most accurate reflec-
tion of the State's priorities for implementing 766. He also believed
that the other items on the list were useful pieces of information. He
perceived the remaining items as guidelines specifying additional areas
in which the Special Education Department could move in its assistance of
area teachers in their implementation of 766. Because Mr. Jackson per-
ceived certain items on the above lists as valid State priorities for
implementing 766, he believed that this particular problem was solved.
Step 4.2.2 failed to accomplish its purpose in the sense that it
identified priorities rather than generated alternative solutions. Three
of the factors that could have caused this failure are: the step could
have been faulty; or the step could have been adequate, but the author
could have implemented it improperly; or the step could have been adequate
and the author could have implemented it correctly, but the person who was
to respond to the step could have responded incorrectly due to some
charac
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teristics of their personality, position, or environment. If the step were
faulty, then there should have been some aspect of its wording that would
have caused it to fail to accomplish its purpose. In examining step A. 2.
2
the author did not identify any aspect of its wording that would have been
a probable cause of the problem. To the author, the wording of step A. 2.
seemed precise and comprehensible. If the author had implemented the step
incorrectly, then the log of the activities that the author had engaged in
during the course of this study would have revealed that at the time this
step was being implemented, the author did not carry it out exactly as it
was stated. In examining the log, the author found no such abberation;
he had implemented the step exactly as stated. Thus, the cause of the
problem was not to be found in the faulty implementation of an adequate
step. This left the person who was responding to the step as the probable
cause of the problem. In thinking about the persons for whom step A. 2.
2
was implemented, the author realized that at the time of this study, each
person was involved in establishing or had direct knowledge of state pri-
orities for implementing 766. Given this fact, it seemed logical that when
these persons were asked in effect how one could identify the State's
priorities for implementing 766, they responded not with a list of alterna-
tive identification strategies but with a list of priorities because they
were intimately aware of what these priorities were. This problem illus-
trates an important point; that point being that even when an adequate
step is properly carried out, problems may still arise due to the
idio-
syncrasies of the persons for whom the step is being applied, and
the
unique characteristics of the decision making environment in
which those
people operate. There exists a gap in the Methodology to
the extent that
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these idiosyncrasies were not identified and planned for during the imple-
mentation of step 4.2.2. However, to the extent that these idiosyncrasies
helped rather than hindered Mr. Jackson in his identification of the
State s priorities, this gap is not critical because its existence did
not prevent Mr. Jackson from solving a problem that was important to him.
Identifying the idiosyncrasies of a client and their working environment
is a very complex problem. So complex that the author believes that a
separate methodology may be needed to solve it. The development of such
a methodology is well beyond the scope of this study. However, it may be
a relevant problem for future investigations. Until such a methodology is
developed, the author believes that the solution used during this field
test which was a combination of the experience of the author and the judge-
ment of the decision maker will prove adequate should the problem arise in
future applications.
At this point, Mr. Jackson turned his attention to the three re-
maining problems. In examining these problems, he decided to change their
priorities. He also changed the resources allocated to each problem. The
new priorities and allocations are:
1. Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of State funds— 17 hours.
2. Knowledge of federal priorities for 766—15 hours.
3. Knowledge of priorities and availabilities of federal funds—12
hours
.
At this point, Mr. Jackson decided to turn his attention to problem
number one.
Results of Implementing Major Process 3.0 :
"Develop a Purpose Statement" for the Second
Highest Priority Problem of the Decision Maker
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Since the resources allocated to this problem had changed the
Resource Allocation Chart had to be modified. The new Resource Allocation
Chart is as follows:
Revised Resource
Figure 8
Allocation Chart for Problem #1
Process % Hours
State Purpose 2 .34
Alternative Solutions 10 1.70
Choose Solution 10 1.70
Operational Design 18 3.06
Implement Design 40 6.80
Evaluation 10 1.70
Unallocated Resources 10 1.70
3.2 If resources allow, the decision maker should do at least one
of the following tasks to determine the nature of the problem
area:
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3.2.1 Read literature in the area.
3.2.2 Talk to people who work in the area.
3.2.3 Examine work being done in the area.
This step was not implemented due to inadequate resources.
The purpose that Mr. Jackson had in dealing with problem number
one was to know the priorities and availabilities of State funds. Mr.
Jackson believed that if this purpose were accomplished, the problem
would be solved.
3.4 The decision maker tests the purpose against the following
criteria:
- is it desirable?
- is it definable?
- is it practical?
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Mr. Jackson believed that the above purpose was desirable, defin-
able, and practical.
3.6 Once all the answers to the questions in 3.4 are yes, write the
purpose in the workbook.
In implementing this step, the exact wording of the purpose was
recorded in the appropriate section of the workbook.
Results of Implementing Major Process 4.0 ;
"Generate Alternative Solutions" for the
Second Highest Priority Problem of the
Decision Maker
4.0
Develop alternative solutions.
4.1
Determine the amount of resources available for this step
from the Resource Allocation Chart. All of step 4.0 must
be accomplished within this amount of time.
According to the Resource Allocation Chart, there was 1.70 hours
available for the implementation of this major process.
4.2
Determine solutions to the purpose.
4.2.1 Put down on a separate piece of paper all solutions
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that you would label usual solutions. This in-
cludes solutions that you have tried in the past
with a similar problem.
In implementing this step, Mr. Jackson identified the following
a^ ternat ^ve solutions to the problem of identifying priorities and avail-
abilities of State funds.
1. To contact head of inservice training in Special Education.
2. Work closely with the Institute for Governmental Services.
3. Work with the dean of special programs in the School of Education.
4. Work with the business manager in the School of Education.
5. To utilize information received in solving problem one (identify-
ing State priorities for 766) and work up a proposal and float
it through different State funding agencies in order to get a
reading on priorities and availabilities of funds.... to maker
contact with State and regional funding agencies.
4.2.2 Put down all the ways that you can accomplish the
purpose. You are looking for usual solutions to
the problem.
In implementing this step, Mr. Jackson identified the following
alternative solutions:
6. To conduct an institute on 766 and invite all State funding agen-
cies associated with Special Education.
7. Explore the possibility of using some funds from the Department
of Mental Health.
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The following are a list of ways in which Mr. Jackson believed
that he could fail to identify the priorities and availabilities of State
funds:
- Not familiarizing myself with regulations and change.
— Not engaging in necessary public relations to make key persons in
the State aware of the Special Education Program at the University.
- No new resources.
- Extremely limited student enrollment.
- No meaningful master’s or doctoral program.
- Extremely limited inservice component.
- No additional graduate admissions slots.
4. 2.
A
If step 4.2.3 was performed, look at the list of
ways you could fail to accomplish the purpose and
use this list to produce solutions to the purpose.
In implementing this step, Mr. Jackson simply negated the ways in
which he could fail to accomplish his purpose. This resulted in another
set of alternative solutions. The alternative solutions generated in
this step are as follows:
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8. To familiarize myself and my staff with all regulations and changes
relative to 766.
engage in necessary public relations (brochures, newspapers,
radio, and T.V.) in order to sensitize key people in the State
to the Special Education Program at the University.
10. Having additional resources.
11. Unlimited but selected enrollment.
12. Meaningful master’s and doctoral programs.
13. Adequate inservice component.
14. Reasonable number of graduate admissions slots.
4.3 Producing a final list of alternatives.
4.3.1 Look at all lists and test for redundant solutions.
Cross out all but one of the redundant solutions in
each case of redundancy.
4.3.2 Enter in the workbook the list of alternative solutions.
In examining the list of alternative solutions, Mr. Jackson de-
cided that solutions ten through fourteen were not ones that he believed
would solve the problem. Therefore, these solutions were removed from
the list. The solutions that were entered into the workbook were solu-
tions one through nine.
At this point, the author realized that he and Mr. Jackson were
running ahead of schedule. That is, the procedures of major process four
had been completed earlier than expected. There was a surplus of about
fifteen minutes of decision maker time. In discussing with Mr. Jackson
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how these minutes might be used, he decided that he would like to devote
them to generating additional alternative solutions. In order to satisfy
Mr. Jackson’s expressed desire, the author presented him with three stim-
uli that the author’s experience had shown him to be helpful in aiding
others to identify alternative ways of solving a particular problem.
The first stimulus was:
Imagine yourself actually identifying the priorities and availabil-
ities of State funds. As you observe that situation, what are all
the things that indicate to you that the priorities and availabili-
ties of State funds are being identified.
In responding to this stimulus, Mr. Jackson identified the follow-
ing alternative solution:
- Engaging in discussions with key persons in Boston—also Peter
Edleman who is a significant other so far as funds are concerned.
The second stimulus presented to Mr. Jackson was:
Think up alternatives to your alternative solutions.
The alternatives generated by this stimulus were:
— To consult with the Dean of the School of Education to get his
perceptions of Special Education.
- Do the same thing with the Chancellor.
- Contact my Congressman.
— Contact Speaker of the House Bartly.
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The final stimulus presented Mr. Jackson was:
Think up alternatives that have nothing to do with accomplishing
your purpose.
Two alternatives that Mr. Jackson believed had nothing to do with
accomplishing the purpose were:
— Plan and attempt to implement graduate (master's and doctoral)
programs in Special Education based on my own intuitive feelings.
- Make myself, program, and staff known to the Chancellor and subse-
quently to the University community as a whole.
The author then asked Mr. Jackson to review his responses to the
above stimuli and consider if any of them might be alternative solutions.
Mr. Jackson did not believe that any of the above responses could be con-
sidered alternative solutions. Therefore, no changes were made in the
list of solutions that were entered in the workbook. At this point, the
author proceeded to the next major process of the short form.
Results of Implementing Major Process 5.0 :
"Choose the Most Appropriate Alternative
Solution" for the Second Highest Priority
Problem of the Decision Maker
5.0 Choose a solution.
5.1 Determine the amount of resources available for this step
from the Resource Allocation Chart. All of step 5.0 must
be accomplished within this amount of time.
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According to the Resource Allocation Chart, there was 1.70 hours
of available time for implementing this step.
The purpose of this step is to develop the criteria on which the
most appropriate solution will be chosen. These criteria are to be de-
veloped by having the decision maker produce an operational definition of
his/her purpose. Such a process maximizes the chances that the criteria
will be valid for the decision maker because the criteria themselves are
derived from the decision maker's definition of what he/she would like to
do with respect to solving a particular problem. This step was especially
productive. Thirteen selection criteria were generated. These criteria
are:
1. Knowing exactly where to submit proposals for funding-amounts of
money available, and the strengths and/or resources of our pro-
gram to deliver the services.
R.F.P.'s to respond to.2 .
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3. Funded programs at different levels.
4. Adequate resources, people, and staff.
5. Viable delivery of service systems.
6. Less strained relationships with the Dean of the School of Educa-
tion.
7. Variety of offerings in Special Education.
8. Additional components of programs, i.e., early childhood, insti-
tutional, blind/deaf, etc.
9. High visibility and good public relations.
10. More outreach, away from the University and the Commonwealth.
11. Adequate office and resource facility.
12. Adequate resource materials, research, and evaluation components.
13. Travel and consulting to other programs.
5.2.2 If resources allow, have other people do the above and
use their input to make changes on your original list.
This step was not performed due to a lack of resources.
5.2.3 If resources allow and you have ever had a similar prob-
lem before, think up all the criteria that you used
then to tell yourself that you had successfully accomp-
lished this similar problem. Check your list to see
that each of the criteria is on the list; for any criter-
ia that are not on the list, add them to the list.
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This step was not performed because Mr. Jackson could not identify
a problem that was similar to the problem of identifying priorities and
availabilities of State funds.
5.2.4 Check through the list and for each criteria, decide
which are truly criteria for you— that is, if the cri-
teria doesn't happen does that really tell you that your
purpose has failed. Cross off any criteria that do not
pass this test.
In examining the thirteen criteria that Mr. Jackson had generated
in step 5.2.1, he decided that all the criteria were relevant; therefore,
none were deleated.
5.2.5 Choose the six most important criteria on your list.
That is, choose those criteria on this list that tell
you more than any others that your purpose is accomp-
lished. (If there are more than six, then don't stop
at six but try to choose at least six.) Write the chosen
criteria in the appropriate place in the workbook.
In implementing this step, Mr. Jackson decided that he wanted to
review the alternative solutions in light of all thirteen criteria. There
fore, all thirteen were used in the selection process.
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The following abbreviations were developed for the solutions!
MM for solution #1.
AE for solution #2.
DA for solution #3.
GL for solution #4.
PP for solution //5.
766 for solution #6.
RM for solution #7.
Reggie for solution #8.
Media for solution #9.
5.3.2 Take the first alternative solution on the list and look
at it in relation to the criteria for accomplishing the
purpose.
The selection process employed in the short form uses the follow-
ing format; first, each alternative solution is examined against each
criteria and then a decision is made as to whether or not the solution
is likely to accomplish the criteria. Then a second examination is made.
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The second examination involves assigning a numerical probability to the
likeliness of each alternative satisfying each criteria. The probabili-
ties range from .0 in the case where there is almost no chance of the
alternative satisfying the criteria to 1.0 when there is a very good
chance of the alternative satisfying the criteria.
This two part examination is done for each solution separately.
Thus, in this particular application of the Methodology, the examination
process was performed nine times, nine being the number of solutions be-
ing examined. The author believes that nine separate listings of the
results of implementing these procedures would be unnecessarily long and
highly repetitive. Therefore, in reporting the results of implementing
the remaining procedures of major process five, the following format will
be used. First, the procedures of the steps that were used will be listed
and blocked out. Second, the results of the usage of these procedures
will be presented in a single matrix. The matrix will contain the prob-
abilities of each alternative meeting each criteria together with a sum-
mation of the probabilities of each alternative across all criteria and
a ranking of the alternative solutions based on these summed probabilities.
The author believes that this format will present the data on the usage
of major process five in a manner that is concise and understandable.
5.3.3 For each of the criteria in your workbook, decide if
the solution is likely to accomplish that criteria and
put an "L" in the appropriate box in the matrix if it
is likely to (that is, the chance is greater than 50%
as you estimate it). Put an "N" in the appropriate
box
of the matrix if the solution is not likely to
meet the
criteria.
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5.3.5
For each criteria for which there is an "N" under the
solution, determine the probability that the solution
will accomplish this criteria. This probability should
be less than or equal to .49.5.3.6
Do this process for each of the solutions that you have
put in the workbook. If your resources are short prior-
itize the rest of the solutions as to the ones you feel
most likely to accomplish the purpose, then do the above
process for the top three solutions in your priority
order
.
5.3.7
If resources allow, have other persons perform steps
5.3.2 to 5.3.6. Use their input to reconsider your
choices and revise your probabilities if necessary.
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Figure 9
Decision Maker's Estimation of the Probabilities
of Success for a Series of Alternative Solutions
Alternative
Criteria MM AE DA GL PP 766 RM Reggie Media
L L L L N L L N N
1 1.0 1.0 .8 .6 .49 .7 .5 .00 .49
L L L L N L L N N
2 1.0 1.0 .5 . 6 .49 .5 .5 .00 .40
L L L L L L L N N
3 1.0 .7 .5 .5 .5 .5 .5 .00 .49
N L L L N L N N N
4 .45 .5 . 6 .5 .49 .5 .49 .00 .40
N L L L N L N L N
5
.49 .5 .5 .5 .00 .5 .40 .7 .49
N N L N N L N N L
6 .49 .49 .5 .25 .00 .5 .20 .49 .6
L L L L N L L L N
7 .7 .6 .5 .5 .00 .5 .5 .7 .49
L N L L N L L N N
8 .5 . 4C .7 .5 .49 .5 .5 .49 .40
L L L L L L L L L
9 .5 . 6 .6 .5 .5 .5 .5 .5 1.0
L N L N L L L L L
10 .6 .49 .5 .30 .5 .8 .5 .5 .9
N N L L N N N N N
11 .00 .00 .6 1.0 .00 .00 .00 .00 .49
N N N N N N N N N
12 .00 .30 .40 .49 .00 .00 .20 .45 .40
N L N N L L N N L
13 .00 .5 .20 .49 .5 .5 .49 .49 .6
Average
Probabili-
ties .52 .54 .53 .52 .30 .46 .41 .33 .55
Ranking 4 2 3 * 8 5 6 7 1
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At this point, a major gap was discovered in the short form. Al-
though major process five contained numerous procedures for estimating
the probabilities of success for each alternative solution, there was
no procedure for actually selecting the most appropriate solution. To
fill this gap, the author designed the following step;
This step was implemented during the field test. In implementing
this step, an important problem was encountered. The problem was that
Mr. Jackson decided that the solution that he would like to implement,
the solution that he believed would best accomplish his purpose, was not
the solution that had the highest combined probability. In explaining
his decision, Mr. Jackson stated that the tenth criterion was the one
that was most important and he had given two alternative solutions (766
and Media) almost the exact same probability of meeting that criterion.
He then stated that his second most important criterion was criterion num-
ber one and on this criterion, the alternative abbreviated "Media" had
been given a much lower probability than the alternative abbreviate "766."
Thus, with respect to accomplishing the criteria that Mr. Jackson believed
to be most important, the alternative solution which was abbreviated "766"
was the most effective. It was on this fact that Mr. Jackson based his
selection.
In considering this problem, the author first thought it was indi-
cative of the fact that major process five had failed to accomplish its
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purpose because what had happened was that the decision maker had chosen
a solution that the Methodology's procedures had demonstrated not to be
the most effective alternative with regards to meeting the full range
of the decision maker's criteria. In examining this interpretation, the
author found it to be inaccurate. Major process five had accomplished
its purpose which was to select that solution that the decision maker
believed would best accomplish his/her purpose. What had happened was
that Mr. Jackson had used the data contained in the matrix to select
the most appropriate solution. However, Mr. Jackson had not allowed the
data to mandate the decision that was to be made. This fact made clear
to the author how the data in the matrix are to be used. A decision
maker's selection of the most appropriate solution should be based on
the data contained in the matrix. That is, the data should be evaluated,
interpreted, and used. However, the decision maker's selection of the
most appropriate alternative should not be restricted by or controlled
by the data. That is, the decision maker should select those pieces of
data that he/she believes are most important and make a selection on the
basis of these.
This problem reveals an important characteristic of the Methodol-
ogy. The Methodology's intent is not to coerce the decision maker into
choosing a certain alternative solution, but rather to assist the decision
maker in selecting a solution to which he/she is committed. A decision maker
needs to be given the option of interpreting the selection data from his/
her own perspective. If this option is not provided, the decision maker
may select a solution that is numerically correct but personally invalid.
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This problem also indicates an important characteristic of the
methodologist/decision maker relationship. Decision makers, especially
competent decision makers, may provide useful insights regarding those
points at which the Methodology could be improved. These insights could
be the voicings of difficulties that the decision makers are experiencing
during the implementation of specific steps, or these insights might take
the form of recommendations as to how a defective procedure might be im-
proved. A methodologist needs to be aware of the fact that Decision Mak-
ing Methodology is not problem free and an implication of this awareness
is that the methodologist be sensitive to the insights of the decision
maker for whom the Methodology is being applied. In the case where these
insights evidence the existence of a problem, the methodologist should
direct some of his/her efforts to the design of new, more effective meth-
odological procedures . A problem free Decision Making Methodology may be
more effectively developed when client and methodologist work together in
the identification and solution of critical methodological problems.
To solve this problem, the author revised step 5.3.8 to read:
5.3.8 Using the information contained in the matrix, select
the solution you believe is most appropriate.
At this point, Mr. Jackson pointed out another gap in the short
form of the Methodology. Before proceeding to the next major process in
which the operational details of the institute would be worked out, Mr.
Jackson wanted the feasibility of the institute examined by some relevant
others. The short form of the Methodology had no procedures for offering
the solution to other people for their analysis and critique. To fill
this gap, the author added the following procedure.
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5.3.9 If resources and desire permit have the solution confirmed
with any other individuals or groups that the decision
maker may choose on the basis of personal preference or
on the basis of the laws and policies under which the
decision maker operates.
Mr. Jackson wanted Ms. Scottie Torres to critique the feasibility
of the solution. Ms. Torres was chosen because she had substantial back-
ground in the coordination of institutes such as the one Mr. Jackson was
planning to carry out. Therefore, the author presented the solution to
Ms. Torres for her comment and criticism. Ms. Torres' analysis was par-
ticularly complete. She commented on three areas: feasibility, content,
and participants. With regard to feasibility, Ms. Torres firmly believed
that the institute would help Mr. Jackson in outreach and in determining
what types of funds are available for doing what types of things. Ms.
Torres also commented that the institute would be especially helpful in
these two areas if the institute was composed of prominent members of the
School of Education and the State's funding establishment. With regards
to content, Ms. Torres believed that the institute should:
— cover topics that are very valuable to the State Department people
that you invite;
— be broader than a discussion of Mr. Jackson's program or the diag-
nostic prescriptive teacher model. This institute should repre-
sent the whole School of Education;
— stress the possibility of the School of Education interfacing Wxth
the State Department for the purpose of helping the State Department
solve some of their most pressing problems;
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possibly include the following components: staff development, in-
service education, training^ program development, consulting, core
evaluation teams, and parent involvement.
Ms. Torres then mentioned that ideas for the components of the
institute might be gotten from:
- reading 766;
- looking over Ms. Torres' definition of Bob's needs for funding
contacts
;
- looking over what the author had obtained from Moriarity, Demures,
etc.
;
- looking over the conference that Ms. Torres has just finished
running at the Lord Jeff.
Ms. Torres made the following comments regarding Mr. Jackson's
role in the institute itself. "Your role in the institute should be very
low key, although the funding people should come away with the idea that
you are the Special Education contact person at the University. With
respect to your role at the University, you should become an Art Eve.
Just as his office is a conduit for the funnelling of federal funds to
the rest of the University, so your office should be a conduit for the
dispersal of Special Education funds to the rest of the University. Then
your staff could act as a team of professional consultants to those folks
using the funds. This is logical given the fact that there are much more
funds available in the State for Special Education than your staff, given
its present or projected size, could handle. One way the institute couj.d
run would be to have the University people present what they can do, fol-
lowed by the State people presenting their agenda, concluding with
the
University and State people getting together and working out plans
for
one helping the other."
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With regard to participants, Ms. Torres believed that the institute
should be composed of:
- State funding people such as:
Jack Burk
Mike Moriarty
Bill Ferris
Jim Bradley
Max Bogart
Carolyn Scott
Hank Owen
Sue Solomon
Scottie Torres
- School of Education folk such as:
Bob Jackson
Kathy McArdle
Pam Milles
Norma Jean Anderson
Atron Gentry
Dick Clark
Dwight Allen
Harvey Scribner and other people who push inservice education
- Others
It might be good to pull in some federal people to show State
people that D.C. is interested in what the University has.
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Ms. Torres mentioned that she would be very willing to help Mr.
Jackson plan the institute once he got an idea of what the theme would be
and who will be coming. She also mentioned that she could help develop
specific things for specific people.
Ms. Torres also had the following general comments regarding the
institute:
- September is out.
- It has to be held at some dynamite place.
— What is presented must be of benefit to the State funding people.
- These people have been confrenced to death.
- Take about two days, three if it's unusually good.
- Small number of people.
- Contacting the LEA's may turn up ideas of what to present.
- The whole conference has to be classy. The conference that Scottie
ran had flyers, place mats, plaques, a theme, a symbol, drink
tickets, and name tags. The funding people should come away feel-
ing good. They should have something to take home with them.
- The conference has to be very well planned.
- It has to be informal.
- A possible theme is what the University is and what it can grow to
become.
Mr. Jackson found these comments very useful. They first of all
convinced him that the running of an institute was a feasible way of ac-
complishing the most important components of his purpose which were know-
ing exactly where to submit proposals for funding and developing more
outreach. Mr. Jackson also believed that these two components of his
purpose would be accomplished if the institute included critical decision
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makers from the University and the State Department. Mr. Jackson also
viewed Ms. Torres' comments regarding participants and content as data
that could be used in designing the specifics of the institute.
At this point, Mr. Jackson made two important changes in the work
that remained to be done. The first change regarded resources. The
second change regarded his role in the application of the Methodology.
Mr. Jackson decided to devote all his remaining resources, which was a
total of 40.26 hours to the design, implementation, and evaluation of
the institute. The design of the institute was to consume 11.50 hours.
The implementation of the institute was to consume 23.00 hours. The re-
maining 5.75 hours were to be devoted to the evaluation of the institute.
The effectiveness of the institute could also be used as one source of
data in an evaluation of the Methodology since the institute will have
been designed and implemented through the use of the Methodology's pro-
cedures. This meant that from this point on, long form procedures were
to be used starting with the sixth major process of the Methodology which
was entitled, "Plan the Implementation of the Solution." In that major
process, the operational activities of the solution are designed. This
change is important in the sense that it indicates that from this point
on, a more complex version of the Methodology is to be used. With regard
to his role in the application of the Methodology, Mr. Jackson decided
that he could no longer be as heavily involved as he had been in the past.
This change in role was due to a drastic decrease in his available time.
Due to the increasing complexities and responsibilities of his position
at the University, Mr. Jackson had much less time available for the im-
plementation of the Methodology. However, he still believed that identi-
fying the priorities and availabilities of state funds was a very
important
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problem and that the best way to solve this problem was to conduct an
institute. He wanted to see the institute carried out. He also wanted
to play a significant part in that process. In considering this problem,
the author proposed the idea of selecting a surrogate decision maker.
The surrogate decision maker would represent Mr. Jackson in the perform-
ance of certain Methodological procedures. Mr. Jackson would select the
surrogate. Mr. Jackson would also critique the surrogate's usage of the
Methodology and provide corrective guidance if the data indicated that
the surrogate was moving in directions that were incompatible with Mr.
Jackson's basic intentions.
The author explained that the selection of a surrogate would allow
Mr. Jackson to considerably decrease the amount of resources that he would
have to devote to the Methodology since most of the Methodology's pro-
cedures would be performed by the surrogate. The author also explained
that the selection of a surrogate would permit Mr. Jackson to play a
major role in the development of the institute because he would be peri-
odically critiquing and if necessary, redirecting the work of the sur-
rogate. Considering these two facts, Mr. Jackson decided to select a
surrogate decision maker. At the time of the field test, no formal pro-
cedures existed for the selection of a surrogate decision maker. In
selecting the surrogate, the author simply asked Mr. Jackson who would
he like to act in the capacity of surrogate. Mr. Jackson identified Ms.
Jane Miller as a potential surrogate. Eefore the author began working
with Ms. Miller, the points at which Mr. Jackson would review the work
of Ms. Miller needed to be determined. These points were needed so that
Mr. Jackson could evaluate the work of the surrogate and determine
to
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what extent the work of the surrogate was consistent with his basic in-
tentions. The first major process of the long form of the Methodology
in which Ms. Miller would be engaged was major process six. The pro-
cedures of this major process may be divided into three sections. In
section one, the major elements of the solution are designed. In sec-
tion two, the activities necessary to implement each major element are
developed. This section also contains procedures for integrating all
activities regarless of the element to which they belong into a single
list of chronological activities. The final section includes procedures
for the design of a feedback mechanism. This mechanism will provide the
decision maker with evaluation data on the effectiveness of the solution
as it is being implemented. In discussing with Mr. Jackson the points
at which he would review the work of Ms. Miller, it was decided that he
would first review the solution's major elements. Then, if he found no
major problems in this list of elements, his next review would focus on
the single list of activities that would be developed for implementing
the solution. However, if he found major problems in the list of the
solution's major elements, then he would review the activities for imple-
menting each element rather than waiting until a single list of activi-
ties had been developed. It was not decided at what points during the
design of the feedback mechanism Mr. Jackson would review the work of
Ms. Miller. These review points were to be decided upon before that sec-
tion of the sixth major process was implemented.
At the time that Ms. Miller was designated as a surrogate, Mr.
Jackson had secured a major grant for the delivery of Special Education
services to seven school districts in Western Massachusetts . Ms. Miller
had been charged with conducting an institute that would identify the
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training needs of these school districts. Mr. Jackson believed that the
institute that he was interested in implementing, one that dealt primarily
with the identification of priorities and availabilities of State funds,
could be coordinated with the institute that Ms. Miller was administering.
Mr. Jackson arranged a brief introductory meeting between the
author and Ms. Miller. A problem was identified during that meeting. Ms.
Miller did not believe that the priorities and availabilities of State
funds could be identified during an institute whose primary purpose was
the identification of training needs. This indicated to the author that
Mr. Jackson's purpose may not be accomplished by the institute that Ms.
Miller was planning to implement. It seemed logical that before proceed-
ing any further, this problem should be discussed with Mr. Jackson. Mr.
Jackson agreed with Ms. Miller; the priorities of State funds would most
likely not be identified during an institute on inservice training. Each
institute would call for different participants. The funding institute
would be composed of critical decision makers from the University and
governmental communities. The training institute would be composed pri-
marily of educators from local primary and secondary institutions.
At this point, Mr. Jackson had a number of options open to him.
First, he could choose another surrogate. Second, he could have Ms.
Miller conduct a second institute whose primary intent would be to iden-
tify the priorities and availabilities of State funds. Third, he could
choose a solution other than the institute; and fourth he could choose a
problem other than the identification of the priorities and availabilities
of State funds.
The fourth option was rejected because the identification of otate
funds was still a critical problem. The third option was also rejected,
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because Mr. Jackson still believed that the best way to identify State
funds would be through an institute. The second option was not accepted
because Mr. Jackson did not believe that Ms. Miller could coordinate a
second institute given her present responsibilities at the University.
The first option was the one chosen. Mr. Jackson would choose another
surrogate. The surrogate chosen was Mr. John Williams. Mr. Williams was
chosen because of his expertise in project management. At the time of
the field test, Mr. Williams was managing a major project in the area
of the delivery of inservice Special Education services. Mr. Jackson
was the principal investigator on that project.
The sections of the Methodology that remained to be implemented
were major processes six, seven, and eight. In major process six, the
operational details of the solution are developed. In major process
seven, the solution is implemented. In major process eight, the effec-
tiveness of the solution is evaluated. Mr. Jackson decided that he would
discuss with Mr. Williams the possibility of his acting as a surrogate
decision maker. The results of that discussion was that at this time,
Mr. Williams had no objection to assuming the role of surrogate. Mr.
Williams also agreed to devote the same amount of resources to the ap-
plication of the Methodology that Mr. Jackson had planned to devote.
Therefore, the author proceeded to implement major process six with Mr.
Williams
.
Results of Implementing Major Process 6.0 :
"Plan the Implementation of the Solution
1 for the
Second Highest Priority Problem of the Decision
Maker
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6.0 Plan the implementation of the solution.
6*1 Plan the implementation of this major process.6.1.1
Compile the following information.
6.
1.1.1
The amount of resources that are available
to implement this major process.
There were 11.50 hours available for the implementation of this
major process.
6. 1.1.
2
A brief description of the work that has
already been done on the problem for which
this major process is to be applied.
The problem being addressed was the identification of the priori-
ties and availabilities of State funds. This description focused on the
third, fourth, and fifth major processes of the short form as these major
processes had been applied to this problem. This description treated the
procedures used and the results obtained. Since Mr. Williams was becoming
involved at a point well into the contracting period, the author decided
that the above description should be expanded to include a brief discus-
sion of all the work that has been done to date. This additional descrip-
tion discussed the process that was used to select the problems to which
the Methodology was to be applied, the work that had been done on the
problem of identifying State priorities for implementing 766, the author’s
interest in decision making, and Decision Making Methodology at a general
level
.
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6. 1.1. 3 A brief description of the procedures that
may be used to implement this major pro-
cess and the resources that may be allocated
to each.
This description was an outline of the three stages that a deci-
sion maker would go through in planning the implementation of the solu-
tion. The first stage involved the design of the major elements of the
solution. The second stage involved the design of the activities neces-
sary to carry out each element. The final stage involved the design of a
mechanism that would provide the decision maker with feedback data on the
effectiveness of the solution as it was being implemented. It seemed
logical to assume that the greatest amount of resources would be used in
the second stage of this major process. Therefore, 5.75 hours were de-
voted to that stage. The author then decided to divide the remaining
resources equally among the first and third stages of this major process.
Therefore, 2.87 hours were devoted to each stage.
6. 1.1. 4 A brief description of the major processes
that remain to be implemented for this
problem and how the results of this major
process will be used in successive major
processes
.
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This description had three components. First, the purpose and
procedures of major process seven, "Implement the solution," were briefly
discussed. Second, the purpose and procedures of major process eight,
Evcil.vicibion, were also briefly discussed. The third component described
the relation between major process six and major process seven. This
relationship was that the implementation of the solution was essentially
the performance of the activities designed in this major process.
6. 1.1.5 A brief description of the contingencies
under which the implementation of this
major process could be halted or modified.
At the time of implementation, a complete list of contingencies
had not been developed. The contingencies discussed were changes in the
amount of available resources, changes in the importance of the problem,
dissatisfaction with the results, by products, or procedures of the
Methodology and/or failure of Mr. Williams to properly perform the role
of surrogate.
6.1.2 Arrange a meeting with the decision maker for the
purpose of planning the implementation of this
major process.
6.1.3 Meet with the decision maker and perform the follow-
ing tasks:
6. 1.3.1 Have the decision maker confirm his/her
intention to continue working with the
methodologist. If the commitment of this
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decision maker has changed determine the
problem. Once the problem has been iden-
tified, make a judgement as to whether or
not it can be solved practically. If so,
solve it. If not, stop work and inform
the contract decision maker of the situa-
tion. The final resolution of the problem
should be approved by the contract deci-
sion maker.
Mr. Williams was committed to working with the author on the prob-
lem of designing and implementing an institute on 766.
6. 1.3. 2 Have the decision maker confirm the amount
of resources that are to be used in the
implementation of this major process. If
the planned amount of resources is inac-
curate or impossible to provide have the
decision maker correct it and then commun-
icate this corrected amount of resources
to the contract decision maker.
Eleven and a half hours had been allocated for the implementation
of this major process. Mr. Williams confirmed his ability and willing-
ness to devote this amount of time.
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6. 1.3.
3
Present the decision maker with the brief
description of the work that has already
been done on the problem for which this
major process is to be implemented. Check
for the decision maker's understanding of
the description. Answer as clearly and
completely as possible any questions that
the decision maker may have.
6. 1.3.
4
Present the decision maker with the brief
description of the procedures that may be
used to implement this major process and
the resources that may be allocated to each.
Check for the decision maker's understanding
of the planned procedures. Answer as clear-
ly and completely as possible any questions
that the decision maker may have. Have the
decision maker confirm or modify the re-
sources that have been allocated to the
planned procedures.
6. 1.3.
5
Present the decision maker with the brief
description of the major processes that re-
main to be implemented with this particular
problem and explain how the results of the
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present major process will be used in suc-
cessive major processes. Check to make
sure that the decision maker understands
these subsequent major processes and an-
swer any critical questions that the deci-
sion maker may have.
6. 1.3. 6 Describe to the decision maker the contin-
gencies under which the implementation of
this major process could be halted or modi-
fied. Check for the decision maker's under-
standing of these contingencies and answer
as completely and as clearly as possible
any questions that the decision maker might
have.
Mr. Williams had no questions regarding the work that had already
been done. He also understood the three stages of this major process and
the relationship of this major process to major processes seven and eight.
Mr. Williams understood that the terms of the contract would be
altered if the importance of the problem changed or if the amount of avail-
able resources changed. He also was cogniscent of the fact that the terms
of the contract would be changed if he or relevant others were seriously
dissatisfied with the results, by products, or procedures of the Methodol-
The final contingency discussed was Mr. Williams' proceeding in dirogy-
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ections that were inconsistent with Mr. Jackson’s basic intentions. In
such case, Mr. Williams would not be properly performing the role of
surrogate and therefore, the contract would have to be revised.
Mr. Williams was unable to identify specific dates of availability.
What was decided was that the author would contact Mr. Williams at the
beginning of each of the remaining weeks of the contracting period and
at that time, Mr. Williams would identify specific meeting times during
the week.
6. 1.3. 8 Choose the first/next date.
The first date on which the author was to work with Mr. Williams
on the design of the details of the institute was in the middle of Sep-
tember, 1974.
6. 1.3. 9 Review the date to make sure that it does
not conflict with any critical activities
that the decision maker will be involved
in at that time. If there is a conflict,
determine if an alternative date can be
decided upon for one of the conflicting
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activities
• If an alternative date cannot
be found, then the contract decision maker
should be involved in the resolution of
the conflict.
Mr. Williams found no reason to believe that he would be unavail-
able for the September meeting and for this reason, no alternative date
was established.
i
6 . 1 . 3.11 Develop the agenda to be followed with the
decision maker on the chosen date. This
agenda should include the methodological
procedures to be used. The agenda should
be as complete as possible given the avail-
able resources. The last two procedures
on the agenda should provide for evaluation
and redesign and for cycling the methodolo-
gist back to step 1.6.7 where he/she will
choose the next piece of work to be done.
The agenda to be followed was to begin with major step 6.3, Design
the major elements of the solution." During the meeting, as many of the
procedures of that step were to be implemented as possible. If the re-
sources and desire of Mr. Williams permitted additional major steps of
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this major process would be implemented. In evaluating the effectiveness
of major step 6.3, the author would ask Hr. Williams if he believed that
the major elements of the solution had been identified. If Hr. Williams
responded positively, the author assumed that this major step was working
correctly. If Hr. Williams believed that the major elements had not been
designed, the author would assume that a problem existed in the procedures
of major step 6.3. Redesign would be undertaken if the author believed
the problem to be critical. There was no reason to cycle back to step
1.6.7, because the next piece of work to be done was already known. The
next piece of work to be performed would be to apply the next major step
of this major process for Hr. Williams.
6.1.3.12 Review the agenda.
In reviewing the agenda, the author examined the logic and com-
pleteness of major step 6.3. The author did not identify any gaps that
he believed would cause critical problems during the implementation of
the agenda.
6.1.3.13 Plan for providing feedback on the effec-
tiveness of the agenda as it is being im-
plemented .
The feedback mechanism used would be the author's noting of the
ease or difficulty with which Hr. Williams performed each of the activities
of major step 6.3. Hr. Williams was not to be asked his reaction to each
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step after its implementation, because the author believed that such a
process may cause Mr . Williams to spend too much time cognating about
the steps rather than actually implementing them.
Since the major elements of the institute had not been designed,
the author proceeded to step 6.3.
6.3 Design the major elements of the feasible solution.
6.3.1 Imagine and write down all the ways in which you could
implement this solution, avoiding all problems.
In response to this stimulus, Mr. Williams identified the follow-
ing items as major elements of the solution:
- Telling people what’s available.
- Telling how the University might assist the community in implement-
ing 766 and tap into State funds.
- Highlight the significant people such as Chuck Carpenter.
- Identify the people who would make 766 go.
- Have a trusting dialogue between the two.
- Talk to some University people such as Dick Clark.
- Involve significant State and local people in planning.
- Get the most significant State people involved.
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Develop a profile on school districts and help service agencies.
- Identify the top ten names in Special Education.
- Do a needs assessment.
— Develop trial balloons— this should be an ongoing process
.
At this point, a problem was encountered. Mr. Williams mentioned
that he did not believe that Mr. Jackson should be running an institute
for the purpose of identifying additional sources of funds. This belief
was based on two facts. First, at present, Mr. Williams was administer-
ing a very large grant under the direction of Mr. Jackson. This indicated
to Mr. Williams that Mr. Jackson's needs for funding were to a large
degree satisfied at least for the present time. Second, Mr. Williams
believed that once funds have been distributed, the primary criterion
on which additional funds are allocated is the proper management of the
original monies. Mr. Williams believed that an institute should be run
which is a spin off of the funded project already in operation. He also
believed that the thrust of the institute should be helping local educa-
tors tap into State funds rather than how the University can acquire ad-
ditional governmental monies. At this point, Mr. Williams was proceeding
along lines that were inconsistent with Mr. Jackson's original intentions.
When the author pointed this out to Mr. Williams, he agreed. It was then
decided to hold a three way meeting between Mr. Williams, the author, and
Mr. Jackson for the purpose of dealing with this problem.
During the course of that meeting, Mr. Williams stressed the fact
that if the project that the Special Education Department was presently
managing was not successful then the chances of acquiring additional
funds
would be seriously decreased. Mr. Jackson agreed. Mr. Williams
also men-
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tioned that a useful theme for the institute would be that of project man-
agement. During the institute, area educators could be shown how to ac-
quire and effectively utilize State monies. Mr. Jackson then expressed
the concern that if this were done, if area educators were shown how to
manage projects themselves, the role of the University in funded projects
might significantly decrease. What role would the University play if
area educators could acquire the monies for providing Special Education
services to their students? Mr. Williams commented that such an institute
would actually increase the role of the University because while the over-
all design and management of funded projects could be taken on by area
institutions, many of the professional skills necessary to provide Spec-
Education services could at present only be found on the staff of the
Special Education Department. Thus, the role of the University would be
one of a consultant to area schools. In this role, the University would
provide the professional skills needed by area educators, while the area
educators would be providing the overall administrative and design skills.
Mr. Jackson found no serious flaws in Mr. Williams' reasoning. Therefore,
it was decided that the institute to be run would be one which was a spin
off of the present project and would address itself to how local school dis-
tricts can tie into State funds. Although the thrust of the institute had
changed from one involving primarily State Department and University offi-
cials to one drawing its participants largely from local school districts
with the University and State Department playing minor roles, Mr. Jackson
did not believe that his original purpose needed to be altered. He believed
that this new institute would accomplish the most important components of
his purpose which were developing more outreach and knowing exactly where to
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submit proposals for funding. At this point, the author began working
with Mr. Williams to design the major elements of this new institute.
6.3 Design the major elements of the feasible solution.
6.3.1 Imagine and write down all the ways in which you could
implement this solution, avoiding all problems.
In responding to this stimulus, Mr. Williams did not simply iden-
tify a list of elements but rather he provided the author with an organized
prototype of the institute. He believed that the institute should take
the form of a one day experience composed of two parts. The first part
would stress project management. The second part would stress the acqui-
sition of funds. The second part would address itself to two issues.
First, it would discuss the problems and implications which 766 has for
school administrators at the superintendent level. Second, it would dis-
cuss grantsmanship . With regards to grantsmanship
,
the second part of
the institute would present what monies are available and how they might
be acquired.
6.3.2 Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail to
implement this solution.
In responding to this stimulus, Mr. Williams identified the fol-
lowing items:
- If the institute was not needed by the target population—if they
could get the information provided in the institute from some
other source.
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- If the idea of the institute was not continually field tested.
- My own tunnel vision blinders.
- Failure to recognize our real enemies.
- Mechanics-site, location, time.
- If the panel were not composed of powerful and influential people.
These two stimuli failed to elicit additional items from Mr.
Williams
.
6.3.5 Create one list from all the lists generated in the pre-
vious steps. For the elements generated in step 6.3.2
change their statements so that they describe an element
that could be used in the implementation of the solution.
Mr. Williams made no change in the original prototype developed
in step 6.3.1. He did negate the items generated in step 6.3.2. However,
he viewed these negated items as concepts that he should constantly con-
sider as the institute was being designed rather than as major elements
of the institute itself.
6.3.6 Test the completeness of your list of elements by per-
forming any one or combination of the following activi-
ties:
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6. 3. 6.1 Have others perform the previous steps. Examine their
responses and decide if their lists of elements con-
tain elements that you would like to add to your list.
If there are such elements, add them to your list.
Williams identified two people that he believed could provide
useful input. These people were Mr. Harold Hutchins, and Dr. George
Selig
. The author explained to Mr. Williams that in interacting with
these people, the author would present them with as many of the previous
stimuli as possible. Mr. Williams wanted four additional questions to
be asked of each of these people prior to the presentation of the stimuli.
These questions were:
Is the institute feasible?
What should it include?
Should it include the teaching of grantsmanship?
Should it include a description of the available funds?
Mr. Williams wanted these questions asked in the above order. The
author believed that the second question would elicit much the same re-
sponse as would the stimulus contained in step 6.3.1. The ways of imple-
menting an institute can be viewed as potential components of the insti-
tute itself. Therefore, the author did not believe that the questions
posed by Mr. Williams were inconsistent with the purpose of step 6.3.6
which was to obtain additional lists of solution elements. If time per-
mitted, each of the above people would be asked to respond to the stimuli
contained in steps 6.3.2 through 6.3.5.
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The responses of Dr. Selig will be presented first. These re-
sponses were acquired over the telephone. The questions asked and the
answers obtained were as follows:
1st question: Hello, my name is Tom Heffernan and I'm calling for
Bob Jackson and John Williams from the University of
Massachusetts School of Education, Special Education
Department. Bob and John are thinking of running an
institute which would be a spin off of project CIDD
(which was the federal project that the Special Edu-
cation Department was engaged in at the time this step
was being carried out) and which would address itself
to how local school districts can tie into State funds.
Is such an institute feasible?
1st response : Yes, but not for us.
2nd question : For whom?
2nd response : For most (the majority) of the other districts.
3rd question : What should such an institute include?
3rd response : 1. Review of funding sources.
2. Review of noneducational sources of funds (other
agencies)
.
3. Write behavioral objectives.
4. Meet grant writing needs of the districts (how to
fill out forms)
.
5. Brainstorming ways of going at 766, most districts
have limited imagination due to their limited ex-
perience in Special Education.
6. Stress development of delivery systems.
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Additional stimuli were not presented to Dr. Selig because he
unable to talk further. The responses of Mr. Hutchins were:
1st question : Hello, my name is Tom Heffernan and I'm calling for
Bob Jackson and John Williams from the University of
Massachusetts School of Education, Special Education
Department. Bob and John are thinking of running an
institute which would be a spin off of project CIDD
and which would address itself to how local school
districts can tie into State funds. Is such an insti-
tute feasible?
1st response : Yes.
2nd question : What should such an institute include?
2nd response : Information on:
- What's available, what title it's under and what it
applies to.
- State versus federal funds.
- Strings attached to acquiring seed money and reapply-
ing for seed money.
- Red tape involved in getting and using seed money.
- What seed money can be used for by the person who
gets it.
- How long funds are available.
- Who has to sign off on funds; such as LEA's and super-
intendents with or without the school committee.
- Outright and decreasing monies.
- Evaluation, accountability, evaluation teams, audits.
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- Who can apply for funds other than school districts:
for example, parent groups, community groups, and
the Association For Retarded Children—and who signs
off for these agencies.
- What the State won’t fund, State and federal agencies
won’t fund projects that are already being provided
by other agencies because they don’t want to dupli-
cate services. State and federal agencies also want
projects to be on going; they want projects to be
able to support themselves after initial funding.
- What is required under a particular type of money.
The State title three funding guide can be used as
an example.
- Filling out forms.
- Who has the final say, how much flexibility do you
have to work outside the original grant as outlined
in the guide book.
- Grantsmanship
.
- How to write a narrative or rationale.
- Involvement of school committee and superintendent
in writing grants; does a grants writer just touch
bases with these people?
- Outline the process in a step by step procedure to
be handed out
.
- How to evaluate the programs.
397
Besides commenting on the information that the institute should
present, Mr. Hutchins stated that the institute should include the follow-
ing people:
- People concerned about money.
- Those who have influence on getting grants going.
- Those who are responsible for writing grants.
Pupil Personnel/ Special Education people (these persons are very
important)
.
- Superintendents not so much.
- School committee members or officers, those who are influential
in getting things a high priority.
- Principals who have a lot of power (who have a lot of Special Edu-
cation kids)
.
- Parent representatives.
- ARC (Association for Retarded Children)
.
- Mental health people.
- Slew of agency people such as Goodwill, Sunshine Village, and
Berkshire Unlimited.
- The staff (superintendent and assistant superintendent) of State
institutions such as Belcher town.
- People from community based programs, such as store front schools.
You can get a list of these programs from the Chamber of Commerce.
- People form the State Department of Special Education.
- Special educators and vocational educators.
- Area senators.
- People from within city and municipal governments.
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- West Springfield Selectmen.
- Mayors.
A—^ question : Should the institute teach grantsmanship?
-3rd response: Grantsmanship should be taught by having people par-
ticipate in activities related to grantsmanship.
4th question : Should the institute include a description of the
available funds?
4th response : Yes, the book of titles can do that.
5th question : Could you briefly state in what ways the institute
might fail to be effective?
5th response : - If the wrong people were invited.
- If the timing was poor.
- If the objectives were not spelled out. The main
objective of the institute should be how the informa-
tion can be used. In advertising, you should say
that the idea is not only to explore sources of
monies but to begin to write grants.
- If there was no follow up.
Mr. Hutchins also commented that the Department of Mental Health
had run a similar institute. It had been conducted on a regional basis
and had included various State schools. He believed that Mr. Williams
should look at the design of this institute in order to come up with ad-
ditional ideas for the institute that he was planning to run. Mr. Hutchins
also suggested that Mr. Williams contact Ms. Torres regarding the feasi-
bility of the institute because Ms. Torres was closely involved with the
State funding establishment and in that capacity could comment on the
desirability of the institute to funding personnel.
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Mr. Williams did not change his original list of elements in light
of the responses made by Dr. Selig and Mr. Hutchins. However, he did be-
lieve that most of their responses represented issues that should be ad-
dressed during the design of the institute. Therefore, Mr. Williams de-
cided to refer to these responses as the activities were being developed
for carrying out each of the institute's major elements.
^ thi-s point, Mr. Williams decided to follow Mr. Hutchins' sug-
gestion and discuss the feasibility of his original design with Ms
.
Torres. Mr. Williams wanted to know if Ms. Torres believed that an in-
stitute whose primary emphasis was the teaching of grantsmanship and
project management and which was composed primarily of local educators
with the University playing a less prominant, more facilitative type of
role would be of interest to the LEA's and members of the State’s fund-
ing establishment. Ms. Torres believed that such an institute would be
of little interest to the State Department or the LEA's. In light of Ms.
Torres' critique, Mr. Williams redesigned the institute along lines that
he believed would be more beneficial to local school districts. He
changed the focus of the institute from the teaching of grantsmanship
and project management to counselling. He also changed the projected
participants of the institute from superintendents, grants writers, and
members of the State Department to principals and educators who were
directly or indirectly involved in the problem of pupil personnel services.
Having made these changes, Mr. Williams communicated them to the
author. To the author, it appeared as if Mr. Williams was proceeding in
a direction inconsistent with Mr. Jackson's original purpose which was
to identify the priorities and availabilities of State funds by conducting
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an institute stressing project management and grantsmanship and which would
be composed of University educators together with State and local funding
personnel. The author asked Mr. Williams if he believed that this new
institute would accomplish Mr. Jackson's original purpose. Mr. Williams
did not think that it would. At this time, the author pointed out to Mr.
Williams that he was proceeding in a direction that was inconsistent with
Mr. Jackson s original intention and that before proceeding any further,
these new changes would have to be confirmed by Mr. Jackson. Such confirm-
ation was an agreed upon component of the relationship between the surro-
gate decision maker and the original decision maker. At this point, Mr.
Williams made the following comments:
1. He had a number of other responsibilities that were of a higher
priority than the design and implementation of the institute.
These other priorities included his family, his dissertation,
and his management of project CIDD. The result of having these
other priorities was that at the present time, he was unable to
devote the resources necessary to make the institute effective.
2. Regarding funding, he believed that it is more important to ef-
fectively manage project CIDD than it is to acquire or to learn
from where to acquire additional monies. Project CIDD was the
first major grant awarded to the Special Education Department and
Mr. Williams was of the opinion that if this grant was poorly
managed, the chances of acquiring additional funds would be seri-
ously diminished.
3. He was not comfortable with the necessity of having his work
confirmed and critiqued by Mr. Jackson.
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4. He thought that the institute would be somewhat inconsistent with
his personal values. Mr. Williams valued open relationships and
he perceived an institute involving State funding personnel as
developing into a somewhat less open somewhat "wheeler-dealer"
type of enterprise.
Williams comments added another dimension to the problem;
namely that at this point, he was not capable of or committed to the
running of the institute as it was originally conceptualized. The author
decided that the seriousness of the problem necessitated a three way
meeting between Mr. Williams, the author, and Mr. Jackson. The purpose
of this meeting would be to discuss the nature of the problem and some
of the available options. At this point, Mr. Williams suggested an al-
ternative to the three way meeting. Mr. Williams proposed that he and
Mr. Jackson meet separately and discuss the problem and the options.
Then the author could meet with Mr. Jackson privately.
Mr. Williams requested a separate meeting with Mr. Jackson because
he believed that he could best explain both the nature of his objections
to the role of surrogate and the value of the institute he had concep-
tualized if the author were not present. The author had no objection
to Mr. Williams and Mr. Jackson meeting privately; however, he did be-
lieve that he should discuss with Mr. Williams the available options
prior to that meeting. Then during the course of the meeting, Mr. Williams
could present the options to Mr. Jackson for his consideration. Then
when the author met with Mr. Jackson, they could rediscuss the nature of
the problem and the options. Thus, Mr. Jackson would have two opportun-
ities to consider the problem and the options. One in which he and Mr.
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Williams examined the problem and the options. The other in which he and
the author examined the problem and the options. The second examination
was needed so that the author would have first hand evidence of Hr.
Jackson's understanding of the problem and the options. Some of the
options available to Mr. Jackson at this time were:
1. Confirm the new design of the institute proposed by Mr. Williams.
2. Reject the new design and return to the original design. This
option would most likely involve selecting a new surrogate, since
Mr. Williams had indicated that he was no longer committed to the
original design.
3. Choose a different solution other than the institute for identi-
fying the priorities and availabilities of State funds.
4. Choose a different problem other than the identification of the
priorities and availabilities of State funds. This option could
also involve choosing a whole new problem area.
5. Terminate the application of the Methodology.
In discussing these options with Mr. Williams, the author stressed
that the option to be followed should not be chosen on the basis of bene-
fit to the author. The overriding purpose of Decision Making Methodology
is to make decisions that are optimal with respect to the desires of the
decision maker. This purpose implies that when faced with a series of
options as to how to solve a problem that has arisen during an applica-
tion of the Methodology, the fundamental criterion on which the selection
is made should be benefit to the client or decision maker rather than
benefit to the applier of the Methodology.
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Mr. Williams met with Mr. Jackson and discussed the nature of the
problem and the five available options. The author then met with Mr.
Jackson to review and discuss his decision as to the option to be fol-
lowed. Mr. Jackson had decided to persue the fourth option. He con-
curred with Mr. Williams in his observation that the successful manage-
ment of project CIDD was of higher priority than the securing of addi-
tional monies. He also acknowledged Mr. Williams' inability to devote
any substantial amount of time to the design and implementation of the
institute. The new problem to which the Methodology was to be applied
was the management of project CIDD. With regards to solving this problem,
Mr. Jackson decided that Mr. Williams was to act as primary decision
maker and not as surrogate decision maker. That is in solving the prob-
lem, Mr. Williams would not have to have his work critiqued and con-
firmed by Mr. Jackson. Mr. Williams would be given full responsibility
for solving this problem.
At this point, the author decided to terminate the field test.
This did not mean that the author would not work with Mr. Williams on
the management of project CIDD, but rather it meant that the results of
the application of the Methodology to that problem would not be recorded
in this document. The author based his decision on the amount of data
that had already been generated on the effectiveness of the Methodology
.
These data have been presented in this Chapter and in the one immediately
preceding it. In the preceding Chapter, the logic of the long form of
Decision Making Methodology was examined. In this Chapter, the practi-
cality of certain sections of the long form and certain sections oi the
short form has been presented. Many of the methodological procedures that
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would be applied to the management of project C1DD have already been dis-
cussed in this Chapter. If the results of applying the Methodology to
the management of project CIDD were presented here, these procedures would
have been tested a second time. The field test was set up to apply
Decision Making Methodology for Dr. Jackson. Since he is no longer in-
volved as decision maker, this field test is concluded. For these rea-
sons, the field test was terminated at this point.
The Surrogate Decision Maker Problem
The most significant problem encountered during the course of
the field test was the selection of a surrogate decision maker. Two
surrogates had been selected and neither had performed the surrogate
role effectively. Ms. Jane Miller was the first surrogate chosen. She
did not prove to be an effective surrogate because she had a different
intention for the institute that Mr. Jackson was intent on running. Mr.
John Williams was the second surrogate chosen. He did not prove to be an
effective surrogate for a number of reasons. First of all, he was unable
to devote to the running of the institute an amount of resources equiva-
lent to the amount that Mr. Jackson had intended to devote. Second, he
did not believe that the Special Education Department should be attempt-
ing to acquire additional funds at this point in its development. Finally,
he was uncomfortable with the surrogate role in general.
The lack of a systematic set of procedures for choosing a surro-
gate decision maker represents a critical gap in the Methodology. To
fill this gap, the author has added to the Methodology a new section whose
purpose is to choose a surrogate decision maker. The procedures of this
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section address themselves to the problems encountered during the field
test with regards to selecting a surrogate decision maker. These pro-
cedures provide for making an initial selection of a surrogate, determin-
ing the probability of the surrogate performing the surrogate role ef-
fectively, gathering and providing to the surrogate the information that
may be needed to perform the surrogate role, and finally for developing
a plan for working with the surrogate in terms of time and confirming
this plan with the decision maker. The recommended process for select-
ing a surrogate decision maker appears below.
Process for Selecting A Surrogate Decision Maker
1. Explain the nature of the surrogate role to the decision maker.
2. Have the decision maker make an initial selection of a surrogate
using one of the following two methods:
2.1 Simple method:
2.1.1 Have the decision maker identify other individuals
or groups that he/she believes would respond to the
Methodology's procedures in exactly the same way as
the decision maker would.
2.1.2 If more than one potential surrogate has been identi-
fied, have the decision maker choose the one that he/
she believes will respond with the greatest similar-
ity.
2.2 Complex method:
2.2.1 Have the decision maker identify his/her values.
2.2.2 Have the decision maker choose the most critical of
his/her values.
A06
2.2.3 Have the decision maker identify those who hold the
same values
.
2.2.4 If more than one potential surrogate has been identi-
fied, have the decision maker choose the one that he/
she believes holds the value the strongest.
Determine the probability of the surrogate performing the surro-
gate role effectively.
3.1
Have the decision maker answer the following questions with
respect to the surrogate.
3.1.1 Will the surrogate be comfortable with the surrogate
role? If the decision maker believes that the surro-
gate will be very uncomfortable with the surrogate
role, then the decision maker should recycle to 2.
and choose another surrogate.
3.1.2 Will the surrogate be able to devote to the Methodol-
ogy an amount of resources equivalent to the amount
that the decision maker has planned on devoting to
the remaining appropriate sections of the Methodology?
If the decision maker believes that the surrogate
will be unable to devote an equivalent amount of re-
sources then the decision maker should recycle to 2.
and choose another surrogate.
3.1.3 Will the surrogate be comfortable with the Methodology?
If the decision maker believes that the surrogate will
be very uncomfortable with the Methodology then the
decision maker should recycle to 2. and choose another
surrogate.
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3.2
Determine the probability of the surrogate performing his/
her role successfully.
3.2.1 Select some step of the Methodology that has already
been performed by the decision maker.
3.2.2 Arrange a meeting with the surrogate.
3.2.3 Meet with the surrogate and perform the following
tasks:
3. 2. 3.1
3. 2. 3.
2
3. 2. 3.
3
3. 2. 3.
4
Explain the Methodology and determine the
surrogate's degree of commitment to it.
If the surrogate appears to be uncommitted,
inform the decision maker and select a new
surrogate.
Explain the role of the surrogate to the
surrogate and determine the degree of commit-
ment of the surrogate to his/her role. If
the surrogate appears to be uncommitted,
inform the decision maker and select a new
surrogate.
Explain the amount of resources required of
the surrogate. If the surrogate is unable
or unwilling to devote this amount of re-
sources, inform the decision maker and sel-
ect a new surrogate.
Have the surrogate perform the chosen step
of the Methodology.
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3. 2. 3. 5 Present the results to the decision maker
asking him/her to determine the degree of
similarity
.
3. 2. 3.
6
Ask the decision maker to determine if there
is enough similarity to warrent transference.
3. 2. 3.
7
If the decision maker is absolutely sure that
the surrogate will respond to the Methodolo-
gy's procedures in the same way that the
decision maker would, proceed to the next
step. If not, either:
3. 2. 3. 7.1 Have the surrogate perform addi-
tional steps of the Methodology
and perform the last three steps
for the results obtained.
3. 2. 3. 7.
2
Recycle to 2. and identify other
surrogates
.
4. Collect the information necessary for the surrogate to perform
the surrogate role.
4.1 Using any one of the following methods, determine the in-
formation that the surrogate needs.
4.1.1 Ask the decision maker.
4.1.2 Ask the surrogate.
4.1.3 Ask others who may have worked with the decision
maker on the problem to date.
4.2 Gather the necessary information.
4.3 Determine with the decision maker the points at which the work
of the surrogate is to be reviewed.
4.4 If the resources permit, review with the decision maker the
options that are open to the decision maker, should problems
arise with the surrogate.
5. Provide the surrogate with the information.
5.1 Present the information gathered in 4.2 offering to answer
any questions that the surrogate might have.
5.2 Explain to the surrogate the points at which the decision
maker will review the work of the surrogate.
6. Develop a plan for interacting with the surrogate in terms of
time.
7. Confirm the plan with the decision maker and the contract deci-
sion maker.
8. Implement the plan.
This concludes the second of the two Chapters devoted to the re-
porting of the results of the study. There are contained throughout
this Chapter and the one immediately preceding it, new methodological
procedures that have been designed in response to conceptual and/ or
practical problems identified in the long form of Decision Making Meth-
odology. These new procedures, together with the existing procedures
of the long form of Decision Making Methodology in which the author
found no serious deficiencies were used to draft a new version of the
long form of the Methodology. This new version, Version IV, is
presented
in Appendix Six. Chapter Six, the final Chapter of this document,
pre-
sents a summary of the results of the study, states and
discusses the
conclusions that can be drawn from these results, and discusses
some of
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY OF RESULTS, CONCLUSIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Overview of the Chapter
The purpose of this chapter is threefold. The first purpose
is to summarize the results of the study in terms of the major differ-
ences between Version III and Version IV of Decision Making Methodology.
The second purpose is to state and discuss the conclusions that the
author believes can be drawn from the results of the study. The third
purpose is to present the author's recommendations on some of the types
of research that can be performed on Version IV of Decision Making
Methodology. This chapter contains three sections, each of which deals
with one of the above purposes. Before discussing the results of the
study, a brief restatement of the problem addressed and the procedures
used to solve this problem will be presented.
The problem of this study was to submit Version III of Decision
Making Methodology to its first controlled analysis. This study was
carried out in two phases. In Phase I, the lojgic of Decision Making
Methodology was examined. Serious gaps in the Methodology's logic
were filled through the design of new procedures. The process used
to design new procedures was developed by Thomann and Hutchinson (1974).
In Phase II, the procedures of Decision Making Methodology were field
tested in an uncomplicated situation. Procedures that did not work
well and which were critical to the Methodology accomplishing its
All
purpose were either replaced or redesigned. The process used to make
procedural changes in Phase II was the same process used in Phase I.
This study has produced a new version of the Methodology. This new
version has been numbered Version IV. Version IV consists of those
procedures that were designed during the course of this study together
with the existing procedures of Version III in which the author iden-
tified no serious deficiency. What follows in section one is a con-
cise comparison of Versions III and IV of Decision Making Methodology.
Both versions are identical in the sense that each contains
the same eight major processes. However, the versions differ greatly
with respect to the major steps that have been developed for implement-
ing each major process. Section one will briefly describe the substance
of and reasons for these differences. In this section, each of Deci-
sion Making Methodology's eight major processes are examined. This
examination contrasts the documentation of a specific major process as
it is presented in Version III with the documentation of the major pro-
cess found in Version IV.
Summary of Results
Major Process I :
Prepare for the Utilization of the Methodology.
In both versions, this major process consists of the same six
major steps. These steps are:
1.1 Determine the reader's frame of reference
1.2 Develop a current version of the Methodology
1.3 Disseminate the Methodology
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1.4 Prepare the methodologist
1.5 Negotiate the decision making contract
1.6 Plan the implementation of the Methodology.
In this major process, the major difference between Version III and
Version IV can be found in step 1.6. The procedures of step 1.6 docu-
mented in Version III were found to be impractical. They require the
methodologist to develop a complete list of activities specifying all
the procedures that are to be carried out for each decision maker for
whom the Methodology is to be applied. The development of such a list
would consume a tremendous amount of resources
.
Version IV contains more practical planning procedures. The
procedures of Version IV do not require the development of a complete
list of activities for implementing the Methodology. Version IV pro-
vides a two part planning mechanism. The first part is to be carried
out prior to the implementation of the Methodology. The second part
is to be carried out as the Methodology is being implemented. In the
first part, a timetable is developed for applying the Methodology for
a particular decision maker. This timetable specifies when each major
process is to be applied for each of the problems that the decision
maker is interested in solving. This timetable does not list the pro-
cedures to be used in implementing the various major processes. These
procedures are decided upon in the first step of the major process be-
ing implemented. In each major process, the first step is a planning
step. Taken collectively, these planning steps compose the second part
of the overall planning mechanism provided in Version IV. Thus, Version
IV provides more practical planning procedures by dividing the
planning
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task into two separate components, one of which can be done prior to
implementation, and the other which can be done during Implementation.
Major Process II :
Perform a Needs Analysis
The above major process is more complete in Version IV than it
was in Version III. In both versions, this major process consists of
the same seven major steps. However, in Version IV, specific sub-steps
have been added for the implementation of each major step. These sub-
steps are not entirely original. In many cases, they were already de-
veloped procedures that had been contained in the Cof fing/Hutchinson
Needs Analysis Methodology (Coffing, Hodson, Hutchinson, 1973). Spe-
cific procedures were extracted from the Needs Analysis Methodology
and integrated into this major process of Decision Making Methodology.
Major Process III :
Develop a Statement of the Purpose that the
Decision Maker has for Solving a Particular Problem
There are only minor differences in the above major process
as it is documented in Version III and in Version IV.
Major Process IV :
Conceptualize the Ideal Solution
There are two main differences in the above major process as
it is documented in Versions III and IV. The first difference is in
the procedures used to develop a list cf alternative ideal solutions.
In Version III, the procedures used to develop a list of alternative
ideal solutions required a decision maker to first define the term
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ideal solution and then to generate a list of solutions that were
consistent with that definition. In examining the logic of these
procedures, the author realized that most decision makers have a
similar definition of the term ideal solution. Most decision makers
define an ideal solution as one which has been developed for a situa-
tion in which there are unlimited resources. Version IV makes use
of this by having a decision maker develop a list of alternative ideal
solutions by imagining how he/she might solve a given problem in a
situation in which there were unlimited resources.
The second difference is in the procedures used to select
the most appropriate ideal solution. Field testing was the only
mechanism provided in Version III for the selection of the most appro-
priate ideal solution. In many cases, field testing would be imprac-
tical because it would require a great deal of resources to actually
implement a set of alternative ideal solutions. Therefore, Version IV
provides the decision maker with four separate selection techniques,
each of which is designed to be used in different resource situations.
These selection techniques are: estimation of the probability of suc-
cess for each of the alternative ideal solutions, modelling, simulation
and field testing.
Major Process V :
Design the Actual Solution
One of the first steps in the design of the actual solution is
the development of a list of alternative feasible solutions. These
solutions are called feasible because unlike the ideal solution, they
are to be implemented in a limited rather than an unlimited resource
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situation. The resources available for the implementation of a fea-
sible solution are the resources that are actually available to the
decision maker. The actual or feasible solution should be as similar
to the ideal solution as possible. Minor revisions were made in major
process five so that the ideal solution as it had been developed in
the previous major process could be more effectively used as a tem-
plate for the design of alternative feasible solutions. However, there
was one major revision made in this major process. As was the case
with major process four, the draft of major process five, contained
in Version III, provided only one technique for the selection of the
most appropriate feasible solution from among a list of alternative
feasible solutions. Therefore, a change similar to the one made in
major process four was also made in major process five; that is, a
variety of selection techniques were provided.
Major Process VI :
Plan the Implementation of the Solution
There are three differences between the sixth major process
as it is documented in Versions III and IV. These differences concern
the design of elements, the design of a feedback mechanism, and the re-
view of activities. The sixth major process of Version III provides
only for the design of activities while the sixth major process of
Version IV provides for the design of both elements and activities,
depending upon the degree to which the feasible solution has been de-
veloped in the previous step. In the Sixth major process of Version
III, a set of procedures is provided for developing a feedback mechanism.
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However, on analyzing the clarity of these procedures, the author
found them to be very confusing. In the sixth major process of
Version IV, there are a set of procedures that more clearly describe
the procedures that the methodologist should implement in order to
develop a feedback mechanism. In Version IV, a more complete review-
ing of the activities of the solution is provided. In addition to
reviewing the activities to see if they are operational, complete,
logically coherent, and within the capability, knowledge and skill
of the person expected to perform them, Version IV provides that the
decision maker answer the following questions with respect to the ac-
tivities :
—Will the activities have any serious negative effects on other
people?
Ideally, the solution should have no negative consequences on
any person, place or thing.
—Are the activities necessary?
The activities will be unnecessary if it is highly probable that
some random event will accomplish the purpose of the activity.
—Will serious problems arise during the implementation of the
activity?
Unless implementation problems are identified, they will be
very difficult to solve, and it is advisable to identify and
solve serious problems before they arise.
In asking and answering these questions, steps are taken
towards as-
suring a problem free implementation of the solution's
activities.
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Major Process VII ;
Implement the Solution
Version III provides only three procedures for the implementa-
tion of the solution. These procedures do not clearly differentiate
the roles of the decision maker and the methodologist with respect to
the implementation of the solution. In Version IV, these roles are
differentiated. In Version IV, the decision maker is responsible for
implementing or supervising the implementation of the solution while
the methodologist is responsible for implementing the feedback mechan-
ism. Version IV also provides a series of procedures by which the
methodologist can aid the decision maker in using feedback data for
the purpose of making corrective changes in the solution.
Major Process VIII ;
Evaluate
The only significant change made in this major process refers
to the procedures used to gather evaluation data. Evaluation data are
to be gathered on each component of the decision maker’s purpose.
The solution will be judged effective if it accomplishes, to the de-
cision maker's satisfaction, those components of the purpose that the
decision maker believes are most important. In Version III, the only
evaluation data to be used were those which had been gathered by the
methodologist and provided the decision maker during the implementa-
tion of the solution. These data refer to the effectiveness of spe-
cific solution activities. These data do not necessarily refer to
whether or not the decision maker's purpose has been accomplished.
If these data do not refer to whether or not the decision maker
s
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purpose has been accomplished, they can not be used to evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of the solution. In this case, the decision maker will have
to look to other data sources. In Version IV, additional data gathering
procedures are provided.
Before discussing the conclusions of the study, some general ob-
servations should be discussed. These observations relate to the re-
sources used during the course of the field test and to some of the
changes which the Methodology may cause in the decision maker for whom
the Methodology is being applied.
Time was the primary resource used during the course of the field
test. It may be argued that the results of the field test were controlled
in part by the amount of time allocated to the field test. According to
this argument, greater amounts of time would cause greater amounts of
data to be produced. This argument is an incomplete analysis of the re-
lationship between the resource of time and the results of the field test.
This argument is incomplete because it only discusses time from the per-
spective of amount. There are at least two other perspectives from which
the resource of time may be viewed. The first perspective is span of
time. The second perspective is the nature of the person providing the
time. With regards to span of time, a given amount of time may be more
effectively utilized if it is spread out over a reasonably long period.
If forced to consume large amounts of time in short periods or spans, a
decision maker may very easily become tense, frustrated and defensive.
Blocks to creativity may also be established because the pressure to
finish may be more intense than the desire to be original.
The span of time also influences the amount of the Methodology
that can be implemented. Some sections of the Methodology provide for
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acquiring information from sources other than the decision maker. Re-
sources will be consumed in the acquisition of this information. Time,
material and possibly money will be needed to design and implement an
information gathering strategy. Resources will also be needed to organ-
ize and report this information once it has been collected. If the
Methodology is to be implemented in a very short span of time, many of
these information gathering strategies may have to be bypassed.
The nature of the person providing the time is also an important
factor to consider when analyzing the relationship between the results
of the field test and the resource of time. People are different. Some
decision makers can produce more data in a given amount of time than can
others. Thus, the amount of data produced during the field test is di-
rectly related to the intuition and creativity of the decision makers
for whom the Methodology was being applied. The same factor should hold
true for other situations in which the Methodology would be applied.
Thus, when considering how productive the Methodology will be, the crea-
tivity of the decision maker must be taken into acount.
The long form of Decision Making Methodology is a very complex
and comprehensive set of decision making procedures. If a decision maker
had carried out each procedure of the long form, that decision maker
would have been in contact with the Methodology' for a considerable length
of time. It is illogical to assume that such a contact would leave the
decision maker totally unchanged. A substantial contact with the Meth-
odology may change the decision maker in a number of ways. One such way
relates to the decision maker’s understanding of him/herself. In apply-
ing the Methodology, the decision maker addresses him/herself to problems
that are of concern to the decision maker from within a given problem
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area. If a decision maker examines the results of his/her analysis of
these problems, certain patterns, preferences or inclinations may be-
come apparent. These discoveries may form the fabric of personal insight
and understanding.
The Methodology also provides for another type of insight. This
second insight refers to the decision maker’s understanding of his/her
problem. There are certain sections of the Methodology in which others
provide the decision maker with their analyses of the decision maker's
problem. This analyses could include the other person's list of alter-
native solutions or the other person's list of what that person believes
should be the major elements of the solution to be implemented. The
others from whom these analyses are acquired are identified by the deci-
sion maker. However, the decision maker is usually unaware of what
these analyses will include. In some cases, these analyses will be com-
posed of unexpected information. This information may be so surprising
that it may cause the decision maker to move in a new direction. Such
a move is illustrative of the decision maker gaining a new insight into
his/her problem. Thus, the Methodology may not only cause greater per-
sonal insights on the part of the decision maker but it may also prompt
a more comprehensive understanding of the decision maker s problem.
Another way in which the Methodology may change the decision maker
is by causing the decision maker to be more systematic in
his/her decision
making. This may happen as a result of the decision maker
having come in
contact with Decision Making Methodology, which is a
systematic decision
making process. Stated another way, after a substantial
successful con-
tact with the Methodology, the decision maker
may internalize certain
sections of the Methodology and then generalize
those sections to problem
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areas other than the one in which the Methodology was initially utilized.
In this sense, the Methodology will have changed the normal process by
which the decision maker makes decisions.
One more observation on the application of the Methodology needs
to be made at this time. As has been mentioned, there was one point dur-
ing the field test at which Mr. Jackson decided that he was no longer
able to devote to the field test the amount of resources that he had
planned to devote. However, he still wanted to be involved in some mean-
ingful way. This situation arose because a new problem had arisen which
was more important to Mr. Jackson than the problem that was being addressed
during the field test. To resolve this conflict, a surrogate decision
maker was chosen. At this point, the role of Mr. Jackson became one of
confirming and if necessary, redirecting the work of the surrogate. This
arrangement still allowed Mr. Jackson to be involved in the application.
The surrogate strategy was also consistent with the purpose of the study
which was to field test the Methodology. This consistency existed be-
cause the surrogate strategy permitted the testing of procedures
that
had not been tested. Thus, the surrogate strategy was
advantageous to
both the author and Mr. Jackson. However, had field
testing not been
involved, a different strategy would have been proposed
and possibly
carried out. This alternative strategy would have
been to give Mr.
Jackson the option of having the Methodology
applied to the new problem.
This strategy was not proposed because it
would have meant reapplying
the Methodology starting with its initial
procedures and since these
procedures had already been field tested, such
a course of action would
be inconsistent with the purpose of the
study.
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Conclusions That Can Be Drawn
From the Data Produced
Two types of data were gathered during the course of the study,
first type refers to the coherence, clarity and completeness of the
procedures of Version III of Decision Making Methodology. These data
were presented in Chapter Four. That chapter contained the results of
the author’s logical analysis of the Methodology. That chapter also
contained any new procedures that the author developed during the course
of the logical analysis. The second type of data refers to the degree
to which Decision Making Methodology accomplishes its purpose when the
Methodology is actually applied. These data were presented in Chapter
Five. That chapter contained the results of field testing the Method-
ology in an uncomplicated situation. That chapter also contained any
new procedures that were developed during the course of the field test.
The conclusions that can be drawn from these data are as follows:
1. Version III of Decision Making Methodology accomplished its pur-
pose when the Methodology was applied in a specific uncomplicated
situation.
During the field testing phase of this study, Decision Making
Methodology was applied to the following problems:
A. The identification of State priorities for implementing Chapter
766.
B. The identification of federal priorities for implementing
Chapter 766.
C. The identification of priorities and availabilities of
state
funds in the area of special education.
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D. The identification of priorities and availabilities of federal
funds in the area of special education.
The first problem was solved through the use of the Methodology.
The second problem was solved through other activities that the deci-
sion maker became involved in during the field test. Difficulties en-
countered during the course of the field test did not permit the Meth-
odology to be applied to the third and fourth problems. These difficul-
ties have already been explained in Chapter Five. The fact that Decision
Making Methodology enabled the decision maker to identify the State's
priorities for implementing Chapter 766 is data that the author had in-
terpreted to mean that Decision Making Methodology accomplished its pur-
pose when it was applied in this particular situation. These data do
not and cannot be taken to mean that Decision Making Methodology will
accomplish its purpose in any other situations. This can only be deter-
mined through additional testing.
2. Decision Making Methodology is not fully developed.
Version III of Decision Making Methodology was analyzed, field
tested, and revised during the course of this study. This process pro-
duced a large amount of data on the effectiveness and logical coherence
of Version III. These data were used to draft Version IV. Version IV
is more complete than Versions I through III. However, Version IV is
not absolutely complete. A great deal of developmental work stij.1 re-
mains to be done. Further development needs to be done so that Decision
Making Methodology will be capable of dealing with the full range of
de-
The Methodology will be fully developed whencision making situations.
A2A
a version has been produced which can be successfully implemented with
only minor problems in a wide range of decision making situations. The
purpose of further development is to produce a version of the Methodol-
ogy that does not need substantial modification before, during or after
a given application. Although the initial versions of the Methodology
will most likely need to be further developed, the final version of the
Methodology will not need additional development but will only need to
be adapted to specific applications. The author believes that Version
IV will be more effective than Versions I through III. However, this
belief is not based on empirical evidence. Thus, in addition to the
developmental work that remains to be done, a significant amount of test-
ing remains to be carried out. Some of the types of research that could
be performed in the immediate future are discussed in the final section
of this chapter.
Recommendations for Further Research
Methodological research can take a number of forms. The re-
search can be developmental; that is, needed procedures can be designed
and integrated into the Methodology. The research could also be deci-
sion oriented. Such research consists of applying the Methodology in
a controlled fashion for the purpose of evaluating its effectiveness.
The research could also be conclusion oriented. Conclusion oriented
research consists of testing propositions about the Methodology. Con-
clusion oriented research should only be undertaken when the Methodology
or a particular section of the Methodology i3 found to be problem free.
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Conclusion oriented research is only warranted when developmental re-
search has produced an absolutely complete Methodology which decision
oriented research has shown to be completely effective.
Decision Making Methodology is not problem free in the sense
of being absolutely complete and fully field tested. Therefore, con-
clusion oriented research would not be timely. However, developmental
research, the design of needed procedures and decision oriented research,
the testing of new and/or existing procedures are recommended. Some of
the sections of the Methodology for which additional procedures need to
be developed are as follows:
1. Steps 4.3 and 5.10 . Step 4.3 provides for the selection of the
most appropriate ideal solution. Step 5.10 provides for the
selection of the most appropriate feasible solution. Some of
the selection techniques used in each step need to be more
fully developed. Specifically, the techniques of modelling and
simulation need to have a more complete set of activities devel-
oped for their implementation.
2. Step 3.4 . Through the application of this step, the decision
maker examines what is presently known about solving a partic-
ular problem. This step is critical since it aides the deci-
sion maker in conceptualizing that general type of solution
that he/she believes will best solve the problem. For many
problems, a staggering amount and diversity of information may
be available. However, not every piece of information will
have equal utility. This step needs to be developed to the
point where a Methodologist can identify and acquire with
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minimal difficulty those pieces of information that the deci-
sion maker believes are most relevant to the problem being pre-
sently analyzed.
3* .Step. 1.1 . In its present form, the author does not believe that
this step accomplishes its purpose which is to provide a person
who comes in contact with the Methodology an experience that is
matched to that person's strengths and desires. New procedures
need to be added which identify the person's strengths and de-
sires. Also needed are procedures which would provide for the
development of appropriate experiences.
4. Step 1.5 . The purpose of this step is to negotiate the decision
making contract. This step needs to be revised so that a deci-
sion maker is given the option of contracting for an application
of only certain sections of the Methodology. In its present
form, step 1.5 only permits the decision maker to contract for
an application of the entire Methodology. The author does not
believe that each major process of the Methodology needs to be
applied for every decision maker. Some decision makers may al-
ready possess their own set of activities for implementing a
particular major process. These activities may be either form-
ally or informally documented. These procedures may also be
quite effective. If a decision maker already possesses a set
of activities by which he/she can accomplish the purpose of a
particular major process, then there may be no need to apply
that major process for that decision maker. The major processes
of the Methodology that should be applied for a given decision
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maker are those major processes whose purposes the decision
maker would have a great deal of difficulty in accomplishing
without the Methodology. This step should be developed to the
point where a distinction can be made between those major pro-
cesses that the decision maker cannot carry out or would have
great difficulty in carrying out and those major processes that
the decision maker can carry out through the use of activities
which may or may not be similar to those documented in the Meth-
odology. Given this distinction, an application of the Method-
ology could then be tailored to the strengths of specific deci-
sion makers.
Before discussing those sections of the Methodology which should
be tested using decision oriented research procedures, a caution should
be noted. Developmental research, the design of new procedures should
not go on indefinitely. Potential developers of the Methodology should
be aware that sometimes in the interest of developing a usable Decision
Making Methodology, certain gaps should be left unfilled. If the proce-
dures needed to fill a gap hinder rather than focus the creativity of
the decision maker, and this may happen if the procedures are unneces-
sarily detailed and therefore cumbersome, those procedures would be a
liability rather than an asset with respect to helping the Methodology
accomplish its purpose. If the Methodology’s procedures are restrictive
and inhibiting, then the Methodology itself will be hard pressed
to aid
a decision maker in the making of a decision that is optimal
with respect
to the decision maker’s desires. Optimal decisions are not
normally
made by frustrated decision makers.
With regard to decision oriented research, the author believes
that Version IV should be submitted to the same type of analysis as was
Version III. That is, first the logic of Version IV should be analyzed
and if serious problems are uncovered, they should be corrected through
the design of new procedures. Version IV should then be field tested
in an uncomplicated situation and procedures that do not work well should
be either replaced or redesigned. If a researcher does not have enough
resources for a field test of the entire Methodology, specific sections
could be tested. What follows is the author's recommendations as to
those sections of the Methodology that he believes should be tested
first.
Step 1.6.0 :
Plan This Application of the Methodology
One of the major differences between Version III and Version IV
of Decision Making Methodology is the procedures to be used in planning
the application of the Methodology. Without effective planning proce-
dures, an application of the Methodology might very easily become un-
weildly . The planning procedures of Version III were found to be im-
practical. Hopefully, the planning procedures of Version IV will not
have the same deficiency. However, the practicality of these procedures
will not have been established until they are empirically tested. There-
fore, it is recommended that the testing of step 1.6.0 be given a high
priority in future investigations of the Methodology.
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Step 4.0 :
Conceptualize the Ideal Solution
The long form of Decision Making Methodology has been designed
to be used in situations where a decision maker has a relatively large
amount of resources for making decisions in a particular problem area.
Xn such situations, the Methodology provides for the development of an
ideal solution which serves as a model against which to design the so-
lution that will actually be implemented. The development of an ideal
solution is critical since that solution is the one that is most desir-
able from the perspective of the decision maker. Having such a model
enables the decision maker to identify the solutions that will be most
ideal, given the resources available for solving a particular problem.
Such solutions may be considered optimal with respect to the decision
maker's desires. Version IV contains new procedures for the development
of a list of alternative ideal solutions. These procedures were devel-
oped because the author found the existing procedures of Version III to
be confusing. However, the clarity of step 4.2 will not have been es-
tablished until it is shown that the step can be actually used. Thus,
the author believes that a useful piece of methodological research would
be to submit the step to an empirical field test.
Step 6.16 :
Provide for Feedback
The purpose of this step is to develop a mechanism that will pro-
vide a decision maker with data on the effectiveness of the solution s
activities as they are being implemented. If this feedback mechanism
does not work then the decision maker may be unaware of
serious problems
A30
that may arise during implementation. Uncorrected implementation prob-
lems may cause the solution to fail to accomplish its purpose. There-
fore, it is critical that the feedback mechanism be effective. Because
the effectiveness of the feedback mechanism has not been established
through empirical test, it is recommended that this step be examined in
future investigations of the Methodology.
Major Process 7.0 :
Implement the Solution
No matter how much planning goes into a solution, a decision maker
cannot be assured of its effectiveness until it is carried out. The final
test of a solution is whether or not it works when it is implemented.
Version III contained only three procedures for the implementation of
the solution. Version IV contains a much more complete set of implemen-
tation procedures. Because Version IV contains a completely new draft
of this major process and because this major process provides the final
test of a solution's effectiveness, it is recommended that this major
process be examined through the use of decision oriented research proce-
dures .
The most serious problem encountered during the course of the
field test was the selection of a surrogate decision maker. A surrogate
decision maker is one who performs those procedures of the Methodology
which some other decision maker cannot perform due to a scarcity of re-
sources. A surrogate is not a replacement for the original decision
maker. A surrogate is the decision maker's advocate. The surrogate
represents the decision maker. When asked to perform a particular meth-
odological procedure, the surrogate should ideally produce the exact
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same results as would have been produced by the original decision maker.
If the surrogate were to produce different results, then the surrogate
would be acting in opposition to the original decision maker.
Version III contained no formally documented procedures for the
selection of a surrogate decision maker. During the course of the field
test, a surrogate decision maker had to be chosen. In choosing the sur-
rogate, the original decision maker simply used his own innate sense of
whom that person should be. However, as is documented in Chapter Five,
when performing certain methodological activities, the surrogate deci-
sion maker produced results that were inconsistent with the original de-
cision maker s initial intentions. Thus, the surrogate was not working
effectively. Version IV contains a reasonably complete set of procedures
for the selection of a surrogate decision maker. Hopefully, these proce-
dures will enable a decision maker to choose an effective surrogate. How-
ever* the effectiveness of these procedures has not been established and
for this reason the author believes that they should be tested and, if
necessary, revised until they are relatively problem free.
This concludes the final section of the final chapter of this
document. What follows is a series of six appendices. In Appendix One,
the "short form" of Decision Making Methodology is presented. In Appen-
dix Two, Draft VIII of Metamethodology is presented. Version III of
Decision Making Methodology is presented in Appendix Three. This is the
version that was examined during the course of the logical analysis. A
dissemination methodology developed by Mr. William Welsh is presented in
Appendix Four. A list of the one hundred and seventy five needs sentences
developed during the initial stages of the field test are presented in
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Appendix Five. The final appendix documents the new version of the Meth-
odology that was developed during the course of this study. This new
version is Version IV.
This study was conceived and carried out with the intention of
^ significant contribution to the development of an effective De-
cision Making Methodology. Many members of the business and academic
communities have recognized the need for an effective Decision Making
Methodology. Prior to this study, this author and others had done a con-
siderable amount of work on the development of a Decision Making Method-
ology. The most significant contribution of this study was the develop-
ment of a version of the Methodology that is more complete and hopefully
more effective than previous versions. This study has also laid the
foundation for further research on the Methodology by identifying those
sections of the newest version that the author believes should be further
developed and/or field tested.
Decision making is an extremely complex phenomena, and by impli-
cation, the development of an effective Decision Making Methodology is
also a complex undertaking. The detail contained in this study was nec-
essitated by the complexity of the problem addressed. In the author's
opinion, what has been reported could not have been abbreviated without
seriously effecting the utility of the document for those who wish to do
further research and development on the Decision Making Methodology.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX ONE
THE SHORT FORM OF DECISION
MAKING METHODOLOGY
Decisi on Making Methodology 438
The following is a set of procedures that provide a decision maker
with a systematic, logical, and replicable way of deciding upon a solution
to deal with a problem. In order to do this the decision maker should:
Steps
1.0 Plan this application of the Decision Making Methodology.
Determine and name the area of concern or problem about which the
decision maker wants to make a decision with respect to determining
a solution to the problem.
1*2 Enter in the Decision Making Log — hereafter called the workbook:
— the name of the decision maker;
— his area of concern or problem;
the amount of time he can spend on this application.
1.3
Allocate the decision maker's total time among the steps of the
methodology
.
1.3.1 Multiply the total time by each of the percentages in the
Resource Allocation Chart in the workbook.
1.3.2 Enter these products in the appropriate boxes of the Resource
Allocation Chart (in hours and minutes).
2.0 Identify Problems
2.1 Determine from the Resource Allocation Chart how much time is
available for this step. All of Step 2.0 must be accomplished
within this amount of time.
2.2 Determine the decision makers concerns about Who need What according
to Whom, with respect to the problem area of this application.
2.2.1 Have the decision maker list: (the Who )
- the person or group involved in this problem whose needs
are important to him.
2.2.2 Have the decision maker list: (the What)
- for this person or group, what kind of needs are important
to him.
2.2.3 Have the decision maker list: (the Whom)
- for this person or group on the first list, whom could
best define the specifics of the need.
2.2.4 Have the decision maker combine the three lists to form
his most important needs statement in the form "Who needs
What according to Whom".
2.2.5 If resources allow, ask other people who are concerned with
the same area of concern or problem to do 2 . 2.1 - 2 . 2 . 4 .
Show these responses to the decision maker and ask the
decision maker if he would like to change his statement.
2.2.6 Fill in the Who, What, Whom lines in the workbook.
2.3
Define Who's needs for What, according to Whom.
2.3.1 Fill in the name of the definer (the Whom) on the Definition
of Needs page of the workbook.
2.3.2 Ask the definer to imagine a situation in which (Who's ) needs
for (What) (From the needs statement) are being fully met.
2.3.3 Ask the definer to list the things which indicate to him that
the need is being fully met.
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2. 3. A If resources allow, ask the definer to imagine a situation
in which (Who 1 s ) needs for (What ) are not being met at all.
2.3.5 If step 2. 3. A was done, add these Items stated positively
to the first list.
2.3.6 Ask the definer to prioritize the items on the list according
to which are the most important components of the need.
2.3.7 Fill in the Definition of Needs page of the workbook with
the top ten prioritized items from 2.3.6.
2. A Estimate the degree to which each item of the need is met.
2.A.1 Ask the definer to consider separately each item on the
prioritized list of items.
2. A. 2 Ask the definer to estimate a percentage which indicates to
what degree each need is met for the Who.
2.4.3
Enter these percentages on the Definition of Needs page of
the workbook.
2. A. A If resources allow, actually measure the extent to which the
defined needs are met.
3.0
Determine a statement of the purpose with respect to the problem area
with which this application of the methodology will deal.
3.1 Determine from the Resource Allocation Chart the time available for
this step. All of step 3.0 must be accomplished within this amount
of resources.
3.2 If resources allow, the decision maker should do at least one of
the following tasks to determine the nature of the problem area:
3.2.1 Read the literature in the area.
3.2.2 Talk to people who work in the area.
3.2.3 Examine work being done in the area.
3.3 The decision maker uses the results of this analysis (3.2) and the
results of the Definition of Needs (the Definition of Needs page of
the workbook) to help him state the purpose he has in dealing with
the problem area. The rest of this application of the methodology
will be designed around this statement of purpose in order to
deal effectively with the problem, e.g., the decision maker might
choose to meet the need which was rated most unmet.
3.4 The decision maker tests the purpose against the following criteria:
- is it desirable?
- is it definable?
- is it practical?
3.5 The decision maker revises the purpose if necessary and recycles
through 3.4.
3.6 Once all the answers to the questions in 3. A are yes, write the
purpose in the workbook.
4.0 Develop Alternative Solutions
4 1 Determine the amount of resources available for this step
from the
Resource Allocation Chart. All of step 4.0 must be accomplished
within this amount of time.
4.2
Determine solutions to the purpose.
4.2.1 Put down on a separate piece of paper all solutions
that you
would label usual solutions. This includes solutions you
have
tried in the past with a similar problem.
4.2.2 Put down all the ways you can possibly accomplish the
purpose. You are looking for the usual solutions to the problem.
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4.2.3 If resources allow, on a second piece of paper write
out all the ways you could fail to accomplish the purpose.
4.2.4 If Step 4.2.3 was performed, look at the list of ways you
could fail to accomplish the purpose and use this list to
produce solutions for the purpose.
4.3
Producing a final list of alternatives
4.3.1 Look at all lists and test for redundant solutions. Cros9
out all but one of the redundant solutions in each case of
redundancy
.
4.3.2 Enter in the workbook the list of alternative solutions.
5.0
Choose a Solution
5.1 Determine the amount of resources available for this step from the
Resource Allocation Chart. All of step 5.0 must be accomplished
within this amount of time.
5.2 Operationalization of the Purpose
5.2.1 Imagine a hypothetical situation in which your purpose has
just been accomplished. All the people, place(s) , objects,
etc., involved with the purpose are in this situation, this
includes yourself. Look at this situation; observe it
very carefully. On a separate piece of paper, put down all
the events, actions and verbalizations that tell you that
your purpose has been accomplished.
5.2.2 If resources allow, have other people do the above and use
their input to make changes to your list.
5.2.3 If resources allow and you ever had a similar problem before,
think up all the criteria you used then to tell yourself that
you had successfully accomplished this similar solution.
Check your list to see if each of the criteria is on the
list; for any criteria that are not on the list add them to
5.2.4 Check through the list and for each criteria, decide
which are
truly criteria for you — that is, if this criteria doesn t
happen does that really tell me that my purpose has failed.
Cross off any criteria that do not pass this test.
5 2.5 Choose the six most important criteria on
this list. That is,
choose those criteria on this list that tell you more
than^
any others that your purpose is accomplished.
(If c “ere are
more than six, then do not stop at six, but try to
choose at
least six.) Write these chosen criteria in the
appropriate
place in the workbook.
5 - 3
Of the success of the alternative
'
solutions Invent a short name for each
alternative solution
and enter it in the parentheses next to
the descrip
5 3 2 Ta^th^first alternative solution on this
list and look at
. .2 ^ke ^e
criteria for accomplishing the purpose.
5.3.3 For each of the criteria in your
workbook, decide whether the
solution is likely to accomplish that criteria
ana pu
^
the appropriate box in the matrix if it
is likely (- -
the chance is greater than 50% as you
estimate it.) u. .
"N m in the appropriate box of the matrix
if the solution is
not likely to meet the criteria.
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5.3.4 For each criteria for which there is an "L" under the
solution determine the probability that the solution will
accomplish each of these criteria. Because you put an "L"
'in t h e box, these probabilities will be greater than or
equal to .5. You must estimate how probable this is based
on your perceptions of the solution.
5.3.5 For each criteria for which there is an "N" under the
solution determine the probability that the solution will
accomplish this criteria. This probability should be less
than or equal to .49.
5.3.6 Do this process for each of the solutions you have put in
the workbook. If your resources are short, prioritize the
rest of the solutions as to the ones you feel most likely
to accomplish the purpose, and then do the above process for
the top three solutions in your priority order.
5.3.7 If resources allow, have other persons perform steps 5.3.2
to 5.3.6. Use their input to reconsider your choices and
revise your probabilities if necessary.
6.0 Produce an Operational Design for the Solution
6.1
6.2
6.3
Determine the amount of resources available for this step from the
Resource Allocation Chart. All of this step must be accomplished
within this amount of tine.
Determine the Major Elements of the Solution.
6.2.1 Imagine the solution being carried out and write down on a
separate sheet of paper all the things you see happening in
the carrying out of the solution.
6.2.2 If resources allow, have other people do step 6.2.1. Use
their imput to revise your own list if desirable.
6.2.3 If there are only ten or less items on the first list,
put then in the appropriate spot of the workbook. Then go
on to step 6.3. If there are more than ten items go to E
of this step.
6.2.4 Combine like items in the following ways:
6. 2. 4.1 First, see if any of the items are included in any
of the other items, note this where it happens.
6. 2.4. 2 Second, see if any of the items can be combined
logically together and are not subsets of any other
item. Where this happens, note this and give those
combinations a title.
6. 2. 4. 3 You should combine in either or both of the above
two ways until you get ten major items.
6. 2.4.4 Make up a new list that shows the ten major items
and their subitems and write the major items in the
workbook.
Determine the Activities of the Major Parts
6.3.1 For each of the major elements of the solution, write down
in the workbook all the activities necessary to carry through
that element. Be as complete as you possibly can be. If any
of the elements have subitems, include these in your lists
if they are activities. If subitems are not activities, write
down the activities necessary to carry out these subitems.
The activities should be put in the list for that major element.
If resources allow, examine the literature for what activities
have been suggested. Use this material to modify your own list.
6.3.2
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6.3.3 Do th Is process lor aLl of the ma|or elements.
6.3.4 Co through each list and eliminate any unnecessary
activities.
6.4 Determine the Chronological Order of Activities. The purpose of
this Is to complete the design of the plans for solving, or
meeting, the purpose for the decision stated on page 3 of the
workbook.
6.4.1 Take the list of activities arrived at in the previous step
(page 5). Arrange all those activities in order of chronology,
regardless of the part to which they belong. (Note: It
is not important to arrange the order of the parts or to
list the parts again. Just arrange the activities in order.)
The activity which should occur first In time is arranged
first. The activity which should occur next in time is
arranged second and so on.
6.4.2 Once all the activities have been arranged in order, list-
them on the "Chronological Order of Activities" sheet of the
decision making log (page 6)
.
6.5 Determine from the RAC on page 1 of the workbook, the resources
available to implement the activities. All of the solutions must
be accomplished within this amount of time.
6.6 Determine when the activities can be implemented using the following
substeps.
6.6.1 Determine the earliest starting date (time) of the first
activity listed. Enter this date (time) on the first "begin"
line at the top, left, of page 6 in the decision making log.
6.6.2 Determine the latest (or last) date (time) when the last
activity has to be completed. Enter this date (time) in the
"End" line to the left of the last activity listed.
6. 6. 2.1 This might be determined by resources available
(e.g. one week or two hours).
6.6. 2. 2 This might be determined by your subjective opinion.
6.6. 2. 3 This might be determined by a time constraint,
e.g. vacation, holidays, deadlines of some sort;
other dates like fiscal year, contract times,
prespecified decision points.
6.6.3 Allocate the time, determined in step 3 above, between the
first beginning date ( 4 . 1 ) and the last ending date ( 4 . 2 ) by
estimating the minimum amount of time each activity needs to
be accomplished. Note: You may have to do some rematching
and juggling around between the resources in step 3 and
the time estimates here.
6.7
In the workbook fill in all the beginning and end dates based on
the estimate or projection.
7.1
If resources allow:
Since these are tentative predictions, they can and should be
revised as reality information is available. If activity 1
runs shorter than estimated by several units of time, then
this "saved" time can be added to the starting date of the
next activity, or be reallocated some other place.
If time allocated runs over, then re-estimate time for each
remaining activity and reallocate for eacn remaining activity.
Or, simply deduct the lost time from another single activity
which you would now determine before proceeding.
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6.7.2 If resources allow:
Another alternative to 5.1 is to reevaluate the remaining
activities to see if one or more activities could be deleted.
If you could do so, you would and then recycle to 5.1.
6.7.3 If resources allow:
Determine if you find you have too many resources for the
number of activities you have to do. If you do, reallocate
resources to some other problem or decision you need to make.
7.0
Implement the activities. These activities must be completed within
the time resources available for them.
7.1 Carry out the first activity on the list to the best of your
ability.
7.1.1 Note at the right side of the activity in the log that
the activity did or did not occur by entering a "D" for
did occur and a "N" for did not occur.
7.1.2 If resources allow:
If you have run over time on one activity and do not want
to abbreviate or delete any other activity on the list,
allocate some more resources to this part of the decision
making methodology.
7.1.3 If resources allow:
Reallocate resources if necessary, i.e. if you ran short or
ran over the preestimated and allocated time, and proceed
to the implementation of the next activity, and recycle through
the substeps of 6.6.
7.2 If it is not possible for whatever reason to implement one or
more activities, then proceed to implementing the next activity on
the chronological list that can be implemented.
7.2.1 If resources allow:
If you can't implement an activity for some reason, and
resources and desire allow, design another activity (or
activities) to be implemented which could perform the same
function or help to achieve the same goal as the one(s)
you can not implement.
7.3 Recycle between 7.1 and 7.2 until all the activities are implemented
as best as possible and/or until the resources run out (which should
coincide with the activities being implemented if the resources were
properly allocated earlier) and/or until the solution has worked and
the purpose has been fulfilled.
7.4 Complete the Implementation Design State
7.4.1 This stage is complete when all the activities have been
completed. Determine if this has happened by looking at
your log sheet, page 7 and by noting the right-hand column.
7. 4.
1.1
An exception to this is that not all the activities
have been completed because resources, including
time, have run out. The implementation design stage
would be "completed" in the sense of finished if
all the activities have been implemented and some
are still continuing. Determine if this is true.
7.4.2 This stage could be completed if the purpose is suddenly
met. If the purpose is met, there is no need to continue
systematically implementing activities to achieve that purpose.
This i 3 also completed when the last end date, next to the
last activity listed on the log 3heet arrives.
7.4.3
7. 4. 4 If resources allow:
If you should decide that too many activities have not
been completed, you could allocate additional resources and
expand the amount of time and other resources to devote to
continuing this step. If you decide to do this, step 7. 4.
A
is the place to do it.
7. A. 5 Whichever of the above four substeps is appropriate, bring
to "completion" step 7.0.
8.0 Evaluate the solution. The purpose of this is to determine the degree
to which the purpose stated on page 3 has met.
^•1 Determine from the Resource Allocation Chart the amount of time
available for this step. All of step 8.0 must be accomplished
within this amount of time.
8.2 Go to page A where the purpose was operationalized and enter the
operational components listed on that page in the appropriate
spaces (A - E) on page 7 of the workbook.
That is, the working of component A on page A would be written
In the space provided under A on page 7, and so on. If Component
A was further operationalized, then you would list each of the
components of A under A on page 7 rather than simply listing A
itself. If B were further operationalized then these dimensions
would be listed under B and not just B itself.
In other words, you would put the most operational dimensions of
the purpose as operationalized on page A in the spaces provided on
page 7.
8.3 For the first operational component listed (it should be under A)
design an observational technique to determine if the alternative
solution chosen (page A) has met this particular component. Observational
techniques should be designed to meet the following criteria:
8.3.1 Direct: Data collection should be as direct as possible.
8.3.2 Natural: Data collection should be conducted under as
natural conditions as possible.
8.3.3 Unobtrusive: Data collection should be a3 unobtrusive as
possible.
8. 3. A Simple: Data collection should be as simple as possible
in construction, purpose and implementation.
8.3.5 Decision Maker Validity: The data collection devices or
observational techniques should seem to be valid
to the decision maker for whom data will be collected,
i.e. to measure what he feels they are supposed to
measure.
8. A Implement the observational technique for the first operational
component as designed in step 3.
8.A.1 Gather the data.
. 8. A. 2 Record the data.
8. A. 3 Decide to what degree the data indicate the achievement of
this component, and enter this decision in the decision
making log, page 7, to the right of the component.
8. A. A If resources allow:
If the data do not allow for this Kind of decision recycle
through the design of observational techniques (step . 8. 3)
and redesign the observational technique(s) for this
particular component and on through 9tep 3. A again.
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8.5
8.6
8.7
8.4.5 If resources allow:
If the data still do not allow for this kind of decision
f
hG °Perational component is not operationalized
ufficient ly for data gathering purposes. In this case, youwould have to recycle back to the Operationalization ofpurpose ^tion of the methodology and continue operationalizingtms component.
Recycie through 8 * 3 and 8.4 until all the components listed on
e left side of page 7 have had observational techniques designed
and implemented and data collected; and, decision have been made
assessing the degree of success or achievement about each component,
which information would be recorded to the right of the component
on page 7 of the workbook in the space provided.
Identify which component(s) have not been sufficiently met, based
upon your decisions in 4.3. Determine which of the following shouldbe done. If none go to step 1.0 for the next area of concern.
8.6.1 The activities should be redesigned.
The major elements of the solution should be redesigned.
A different solution should have been chosen.
The purpose for the solution was not properly defined.
The purpose for the solution should be restated.
The needs analysis should be redone.
The area of concern should be restated.
Reapply the methodology beginning with step 1.0 making only
those changes determined in 8.6 above.
8 . 6.2
8 . 6.3
8 . 6.4
8 . 6.5
8 . 6.6
8 . 6.7
DECISION MAXING LOG
Name of Decision Maker
Area of Concern
Amount of time the decision maker can spend on this
problem area ( in hours).
Resourse Allocation Chart
Process X Hours
Identify Problems 10
State Purpose
2
Alternative Solutions
10
Choose Solution
10
Operational Design
18
Implement Design
40
Evaluation
10
Who
Needs what
According to whom
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Definition of Needs
Name (Rolo) of definer
Priority Item Degree to
which met
( i ) < >
( 2 ) — (
)
( 3 ) (
)
( 4 )
( )
( 5 ) —
( 1
( 6 )
( )
( 7 )
( )
( 8 )
( }
( 9 ) <
5
( io ) —
( )
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Purpose
( )
( )
( )
( )
Description of alternative solutions
( )
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Operationalzation of Purpose
A
B
C
D
E
F
Alt I
short name
Alt II
short name
Alt III
short name
Alt IV
short name
A
• B
C
D
E
F
Alternative Chosen
Major Elements of Solution
5 10
Activities of Part 1
Activities of Part 2
Activities of Part 3
Activities of Part 4
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.n
Chronological Order of Activities
End did/did not
1 y- i
2 i
3
_
4
_
5
_
6
_
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
30
21
22
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Data on Accomplishment of Purpose
erationlization of Purpose
- APPENDIX TWO
METAMETHODOLOGY DRAFT VIII
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Metamethodology
Draft VIII
Tom Hutchinson and Jim Thomann
October, 1974
I. Prepare to use Metamethodology
A. Learn how to apply Metamethodology
1. Take a course on Metamethodology,
If a course Is available.
2. Read all the documentation on
Metamethodology.
B. Decide how to use the available
resources
1. Determine how much of what
resources are available to be
used in the development of a methodology.
2 Allocate the actual amount of
your time available
,
or *°“rS
‘
of your time, whichever is smaller,
as suggested rn Frgure A.
3 When these allocations are
used up, allocate half of the
reLining resources as you choose in
Figure A.
4. When these allocations are
used up allocate the remaining
resources as you choose in Figure
A.
5. If any resources remain,
go to step II.
6. Get more resources
and go to step I. fi-
ll. Choose a problem
A.
, if nossible simplv choose a
problem
Examine your in““sts f
d
;
*
ide a methodological solution
for which you would like to
provx
and go to step III'
B
- on^of^hese
1
problem^if
1
you^ould*
5
like
3
to' provide^ ^methodological
solution and go to step III-
C.
Pr-orpss II and use the
Allocate additional “sources
to^
1 choose a problem.
Coffing Client-Demand Methoaoiogy
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Figure 8
Resource Allocation Chart
Major
Process
First
100 hrs. or
-1 e.s.s. 1
First
j
100 hrs. or 1
less amount p
Second
llocation
Third
Allocation
1
11
1
5
III. 10
IV 10
„ 1- .
'
V 20
VI 10
VII 35
VIII 10
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[N.B, If at any time you find yourself reading any of the steps below
and nothing is happening, try the following four steps:
1) Identify all the roles necessary in this use of Meta-
methodology
,
2) Define these roles.
3) Determine the sequence in which the roles should be taken
on by the user.
4) Do each of these roles in the sequence determined above.]
III. State a purpose for your methodology by analyzing the problem area
and determining a purpose that will solve the problem.
A. Investigate the problem area by allocating your resources to
one or more of the following activities.
1. Read the literature in the area.
2. Talk to people who work in the area.
3. Examine work being done in the area.
4. Brainstorm about the problem area.
5. Try out tools that already exist in problem area.
B. Narrow down area into manageable piece (focus)
.
1. If the problem area is already small enough to be manageable,
go to step III, C.
2. Choose a piece of the problem area and go to step III, A.
C. Investigate purposes within the chosen piece of the problem
area.
1. Brainstorm purposes that will solve the chosen problem.
2. Read the literature applicable to the chosen problem to
identify stated or implied purposes.
3. Ask others for purposes they think will solve the chosen
problem.
D. If more than one purpose has resulted from the previous
step, then choose the most appropriate one.
E. Check chosen purpose against following two criteria.
that it is not trivial.1. Check purpose to see
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a) See if some unimportant event could occur which would
satisfy the stated purpose. For example, if the purpose
was as follows: to build educational products; then
the event of making a ruler would satisfy the purpose.
Therefore, the purpose is trivial. Consider the pur-
pose: to build curricula, A bad curricula is still
a curricula and would satisfy the purpose, therefore,
the purpose is trivial,
b) If the purpose is judged to be trivial, revise the
purpose and repeat step II, E, 1, a).
2. Check the purpose to see if it really solves the problem
you have in mind
.
a) Imagine that the purpose is accomplished. Could the
problem still exist?
b) If yes, revise the purpose and go to step II, E, 1, a.
F. If resources warrant, show purpose to others for their critique
based on the above two criteria.
G, Write out purpose and commit yourself to it. (If you can say
why you don’t like it, then revise and recycle to E. If you
can't say why you don't like it, then go on to Step III.)
IV. Test the purpose by the following criteria:
A. Is the purpose desirable?
1. Use one of the following methods — where not obvious use
Complex Method.
a) Simple Method, do one or more of the following:
i) Answer question yourself with rationale
ii) Get diverse groups to answer question
iii) Check notes from previous literature review
and check any other literature on the area
to see if purpose is desirable.
b) Complex Method — use Coffing Client-Demand
Methodology
2. Revise the purpose if necessary and go
to step II, E, 1, a).
B. Is the purpose operationalizable?
Use "Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts1 .
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[N.B, It is not necessary to do a complete operational-
ization at this point. It is only necessary to
find if the purpose can be operationalized.]
2. Repeat step III, A, in light of operationalization and
revise if necessary.
C. Is the purpose practicable? Do one or more of the following:
1. Answer question yourself in terms of
a) Is the development of a methodology practical given
this purpose?
b) Once developed would the methodology be a practical
way to accomplish the purpose?
2. Get diverse groups to answer questions l.a) and l.b) above.
a) Methodologists answer question of C.l.a)
b) Methodologists and potential users answer question
of C. l.b)
3. Revise the purpose if necessary and recycle through A
and B; otherwise go to D.
D, Are existing methodologies insufficient?
1. Test in the following ways.
a) Search area for existing methodologies.
b) Take found methodologies and test them against
definition of methodology. If they all fail go
to Step IV.
c) Are they designed to accomplish your purpose?
If not go to Step IV.
d) Does any one of them accomplish your
purpose?
If not go to Step IV.
e) Are these practical? (See if they are
used.)
If not go to Step IV.
f) Are they desirable? If all are
not, go to Step I/.
g) Is any one complete?
(You may work on it if it i^ not.)
Revise the purpose and recycle through
tests, if necessary.
2 .
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V. Once all answers to III are yes, then analyze the Implications of
the purpose for the development of methodology. (This is a way
of identifying the attributes that the methodology must have.)
A, Use the following method to analyze the implications of the
purpose. (Hutchinson says "Problem implies its own solutions."
In this case, the implications of the purpose supply the first
approximation of the major elements of the methodology.)
1. a) Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail
to accomplish the purpose.
b) Imagine and write down in what ways you can accomplish
the purpose, avoiding all the problems.
c) Imagine the purpose being accomplished; write down
what is happening.
d) If resources permit and you wish to, generate alternatives
to the items identified in a), b) , and c) above.
i) For each element determined through b + c, determine
all possible alternatives to accomplish the purpose.
ii) Create one list from all the lists generated in
the previous step. For those dimensions generated
in a.
,
change their statements so that they state
a procedure or procedures to solve the problem they
originally identified.
iii) Test the completeness of the above list by using
one or more of the following methods to generate
alternative lists of dimensions. Then examine
these new lists. For each dimension not on the
list produced in d.ii) above that you want on that
list, add it to the list. Add any other dimensions
to the list that you think of while doing this
process which are not already on the list and
which you want on the list
.
1) Ask others to do steps a - c.
2) Think up alternatives which have nothing to do
with this purpose and consider whether they do
or not.
3) Go back to list generated in b and c,
and
consider again whether any of those should
be on list and add any new ones.
4) Ask yourself if your alternatives
have any
alternatives to them.
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5) Ask what bad alternatives exist
that are not
on this list and how they could be changed
to good alternatives.
6) Use the possible methodologies
generated in
Step III, D.
7)
Use any other tests of your own choosing.
2. Choose the initial set of major processes for
the
methodology
.
a) Look over the list of dimensions
and choose
which you feel will accomplish the purpose.
those
b) Combine together any
together.
dimensions that appear to go
c) Write out a new list with any
combined dimensions
listed together.
B. Organize the attribute into
a rational order of steps.
1. Determine which implications
are not "e“ss“y
methodology to accomplish the purpose
and strike
from list.
? Determine which implications are
contained in others
> sss is
but are not logical substeps
of each other.
hi Create a major step naming this
process and list
)
the combined dimensions as
substeps of this.
3 . Ask which implications
you would have to accomplish
first
in order to accomplish
the res .
4 Write it out as the
first step.
5 Ask which implication
would now be first, given
that the
first one is accomplished.
6. Write it down as
the second step.
until all major implications are
7. Continue this
process 2
accounted for.
8 . order any substeps
by cycling through 3
- 7.
461
9.
Check to see if the order has a logical flow to it.10.
Check to make sure that all implications are stated
procedurally
.
a) For example, if a step reads "objectives", it is not
stated procedurally.
b) If the step is not stated procedurally rewrite it.
For example, "choose objectives."
11. Write out a revised list.
12. Check completion of ordering by asking others (at least
one) to give an ordering of implications with explanation
of why, if possible, without showing them your ordering.
This can be verbal or written, depending on the resources
available
.
13. Do a revised ordering based on responses from 12.
14. Give revised ordered list to others experienced in
the
problem area for critique.
a) Write out purpose of methodology.
b) Write out following statement:
Please critique the list of steps designed to
accomplish
the above purpose and point out those steps
that you do
not understand, steps you feel should be
left out, and
any steps, concepts and/or ideas that you feel
should
be added.
(1. Look at the first major process and ask
yourself
if anything has to be done before that
process
in order to accomplish the purpose.
C.
( 2 . If there is, add a
new major process at the
beginning of the methodology and go to
step
above.
( 1 .
,k at the last major process and ask
yourself
anything else has to be done, e.g.,
testing
cpp if the application has been successtu
.
(A. If there is, add a new
major process to the end
and go to step (3. above.
Write out final list to be
Mark it Draft I, your name
used throughout rest of methodology.
,
and date.
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VI.
VII
Operationalize the purpose.
A.' The straight analysis technique
1. Identify the fuzzy concepts in the purpose.
2. Directly operationalize each fuzzy concept.
3. Directly operationalize the interaction among fuzzy
concepts.
4. Test the criteria for completeness in a manner of your
choosing and revise them if necessary.
B. Review the final set of components. If you are unsatisfied
go to C; otherwise commit yourself to the set of components
and go to Step VII.
C. Revise the components. If you are still unsatisfied go to
D; otherwise commit yourself to the revised set of components
and go to Step VII.
D. Use Hutchinson's "Operationalization of Fuzzy Concepts."
.
Design Procedures
’ [N.B. Design or redesign can be done at any level of breakdown,
including the highest.]
A. Identify the first (next) step to be designed (i.e., the
first crucial step where it is not clear that the step
would be easy to develop)
.
1. Examine each step of the draft of the methodology for
gaps. Unoperational steps or breaks in continuity.
2. When a gap is found, determine if it is crucial. Use
the operationalization of the purpose as criteria to
determine if the gap is crucial.
3. If the gap is not crucial, go back to 1. and continue
to examine; otherwise go to 4.
4. Determine if gap is hard to develop.
a) Answer this question: When I read this step
does
it convey to me what must be done to accomplish it:
5 .
b) If the answer is no, go to B; otherwise go
to 5.
0
Cycle back to 1. 'If no gaps were found that
fit both
criteria then identify "crucial" gaps and develop
those
If no "crucial" gaps were found then develop
any gaps.
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B. Identify the step’s subpurpose. This is usually accomplished
by adding the word "to" in front of the step.
C. Analyze implications of subpurpose in terms of main purpose.
a. Use the following method to analyze implications of the
subpurpose;
1. a) Imagine and write down in what ways you could
fail to accomplish the purpose.
b) Imagine and write down in what ways you can
accomplish the purpose, avoiding all the
problems
.
c) Imagine the purpose being accomplished; writ<
down what is happening.
d) i) For each element determined through
b + c,
determine all possible alternatives to
accomplish the purpose.
ii) Create one list from all the lists
generated
in the previous step. For those dimensions
generated in a. , change their statements so
that they state a procedure or procedures
to
solve the problems they originally
identiried.
iii) Test the completeness of the
above list by
using one or more of the following methods
to generate alternative lists of
dimensions.
Then examine these new lists. For
each
dimension not on the list produced in
d ii)
above that you want on that list,
ada it to
the list. Add any other dimensions
to the
list that you think of while doing
this
process which are not already on the
list
and which you want on the list.
1) Ask others to do steps
a - c.
21 Think up alternatives which
have
nothing to do with this purpose
and
consider whether they do or not.
3) Go back to list
generated in b and c,
}
and consider again whether
any of those
should be on list and add any
new ones.
4) Ask yourself if
your alternatives have
any alternatives to them.
C-. Ask what bad alternatives
exist that are
”
™t on this list and how they could
be
rn eood alternatives.
6) Use any other tests of your own choosing.
2. Choose the initial set of major steps for the major
process
.
a) Look over the list of dimensions and choose those
you feel will accomplish the purpose.
b) Combine together any dimensions that appear to
go together.
c) Write out a new list with any combined dimensions
listed together.
Organize the attributes into a rational order of steps.
1. Determine which implications are not necessary for the
methodology (accomplishing purpose) and strike them from
list
.
2. Determine which implications are contained in others and
note that. Determine which implications can be combined
to make one step, and give those a name.
a) Combine any dimensions on the list which are related
and define a single process when combined but are not
logical substeps of each other.
b) Create a major step naming this process and list the
combined dimensions as substeps of this.
3. Ask which implication you would have to accomplish first
in order to accomplish the rest.
A. Write it out as first step.
5.
Ask which implication would now be first, given the first
one is accomplished.
6. Write it down as second step.
7. Do this process until all major implications are accounted
for.
8. Order any substeps by cycling through
3-7.
9*
10 .
11 .
Check to see if order has logical flow to it.
Check to make sure all Implications are
stated procedurally
.
eck completion of ordering by asking others
(at least one)
give an ordering of Implication with
explanation of why,
possible, without showing them your
ordering,
verbal or written, depending on the
resources available.
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12. Do a revised ordering based on responses from 11.
13. Give revised ordered list to others experienced in problem
area for critique.
a) Write out purpose of step under development and
methodology
.
b) Write out following statement:
Please critique the list of steps designed to accomplish
the above purpose and point out those steps that you
do not understand, steps you feel should be left out,
and any steps, concepts and/or ideas that you feel
should be added.
c) Present a copy of the above two statements along with
a copy of the processes of the step under development
to each of the individuals who will critique these
processes.
14.
Do a final ordering and write it out.
a) Add in any steps or functions that are implied by the
existing steps at the same level of abstraction.
b) Identify the anchoring steps for the step under develop-
ment at this time.
c) Write out final list to be used throughout rest of
methodology.
E. Determine the amount of completeness and test for it.
F. Examine the logic of the step under design in terms of subpurpose
and main purpose.
G. Fill in the gaps that are found and then recycle to VII. E.
If no gaps, go on to VII. G.
H. Examine the logic of entire methodology and its parts in terms
of main purpose in light of the step under development.
X. Redesign step and/or methodology and recycle to VII. G. If
no gaps, then go to VII. I.
J. Recycle to VII. A. until you feel that further applications
of
VII will not produce sufficient improvement to warrant spending
of resources.
K. Before going to VIII, write out a new draft of the
methodology
including all changes made to date as a result of VII. Mark
this Draft II, your name, and date.
[N.B.
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One may conduct a t ield test as well as running through
VII by using the dTta obtained in the field test to help
out in the development procedures.]
VIII. Test and then revise the purpose and/or procedures if necessary.
A. Field test the methodology. See David Rosen’s dissertation
(UMass-Amherst) for more detail.
1. Determine what is to be field tested — a part of the
methodology or the entire methodology.
2. Determine the simplest field test not already done on
the subject of the field test.
3. Write out the purpose (of the methodology or the part
to be tested) and its operationalization.
4. Determine your goals for the field test. If this is
not easy to do, use the Goals Process from the
Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology.
5. Develop the measures for the field test from the
operationalization of the purpose and your goals.
If this is not easy to do, use the Measuring Process
from the Fortune/Hutchinson Evaluation Methodology.
6. Do the field test and carry through the observations.
7. Use the data to revise the methodology or the part by
recycling to Step VII.
B. Conclusion-oriented research of methodology; if necessary,
redesign (use Step VII) . Use the Knowledge Generation
Methodology.
APPENDIX THREE
DECISION MAKING METHODOLOGY
VERSION III
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0.0 Purpose • To make decisions that are optional with respect to the
desires of a decision maker.
I
1.0 Prepare for the utilization of the methodology.
1.1
The reader is asked to determine his/her frame of reference by
identifying which of the following groups that he or she belongs
to.
1.1.1 A person who is interested in learning a methodology
but who has no substantial experience in methodologies.
In this case the reader should proceed to step 1.4. 4. 4.
6
(Preparing the methodologist.)
1.1.2 A person who is interested in having a methodology applied
for them in order to solve some problem. In this case the
'reader should proceed to step 1.5. 2. 2 (Negotiate the contract).
1.1.3 A person who has some substantial experience in methodologies.
In this case the reader should
1.1. 3.1 State the experience that the reader has in
methodologies
I* •
1.1. 3.
2
State the purpose that the reader has in dealing
with this methodology
1.1. 3. 3 Cycle to the step(s) that best accomplish the
reader's purpose.
1.2
Develop a current version of the methodology. (This step may be
performed anywhere 'in the utilization of a methodology. It is
included here in order to highlight the desireability of
developing
a current version of a methodology prior to any substantial
effort
V469
to utilize it through teaching, application, or dissemination.
1*2.0 Plan the implementation of this step.1.2.1
Choose the methodology to be developed.
•
1*2. 1.1 Determine the population that the developer
is interested in serving.
I
|
1*2. 1.2 Determine the methodologies that are most
needed by that population.
1.2.1. 3 Determine the methodologies that the developer
is most capable of developing.
1.2. 1.4 Interface 1.2. 1.2 and 1.2. 1.3.
i
1.2. 1.5 Choose the methodology to be developed based
on the needs of the population and the strengths
i
!
of the developer.
1.2. 1.6 If the population has need of a methodology with
which the developer has no expertise the developer
may either attempt to learn the needed methodology
or he/she may call upon another methodologist who
• does have the expertise. If the population has a
need for which no methodology exists the developer
may use meta-methodology to develop a methodology
to meet the need or he may call upon another methodologist
to develop a methodology to meet the need.
1.2.2
The developer identifies all those who have utilized any
version of the methodology to be developed.
1.2. 2.1 The developer identifies all people to whom the
*
*
methodology was/is being taught.
1.2. 2. 2 The developer identifies all people for whom the
methodology was/is being applied.
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1.2. 2. 3 The developer identifies other methodologists
I
who have taught or applied the methodology.
1.2. 2. 4 The developer identifies any other people who
|
have had substantial contact with the methodology
through participation in discussions, going to
workshops, working with the original developers,
• I
citing the methodology in dissertations, critics
:
etc. '
1
||
j
1.2. 2. 5 The developer combines all lists into one list.
J..2.3 Test the list of utilizers for completeness.
I
j
1.2. 3.1 Have other methodologists do 1.2.2.
1.2. 3.
2
Repeat step 1.2.2 for those methodologies that have
I
. |
rules and procedures in common with the methodology
.
I
to be developed.
1.2. 3. 2.1 Identify other methodologies.
I
1.2. 3. 2.
2
Identify common rules and procedures.
1.2. 3. 2.
3
Identify those who have expertise in
applying the common rules and procedures
.
1.2. 3. 2. 4 Have these people perform step 1.2.2
i 1.2. 3. 3 Combine all the lists of utilizers into one
common
I
list.
1.2. 3 .
4
Prioritize the utilizers. .
!
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Identify gaps found in the methodology by the utilizers.
1.2. 4.1 From the prioritized list of utilizers choose
a manageable number to work with.
1.2. 4. 2 Secure the cooperation of the utilizers.
1.2. 4. 3 Ask each utilizer the following questions:
1.2. 4. 3.1 Did your utilization of the methodology
identify any gaps?
1.2. 4. 3. 2 Of these gaps were any filled and if
so what were the rules and procedures
used to fill the gaps?
1.2.4. 4 Formulate the answers to the above questions into a
list of filled and unfilled gaps. Where a gap
has been filled also include the rules and procedures
used to fill the gap.
1.2. 4. 5 Test this list for completness by presenting the
answers of other utilizers.
1.2. 4. 6 Repeat the above steps until all the choosen utilizers
have answered the questions or until the resources
have run out.
1.2. 4. 7 Combine the results of the last three steps
into a
single list of gaps both filled and unfilled. Where
a gap has been filled include the rules and
procedures
used to fill the gap.
1.2.5
Test the list of gaps for completeness.
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1.2.
5.1
Repeat step 1.2.4 for a different group of
utilizers
.
i 1.2. 5. 2 Do any combination of the following things.
1.2. 5. 2.1 Read the latest version of the
methodology in order to identify
gaps.
1.2. 5. 2. 2 Teach the methodology and document
all problems.
1.2. 5. 2. 3 Apply the methodology and document all
problems.
1.2. 5. 2. 4 Answer the question in 1.2.4
1.2. 5. 3 Repeat step 1.2. 4. 3 for those methodologists
identified in 1.2. 3. 3.
1.2. 5. 4 Make any needed changes in the list of gaps based
on the above tests of completeness.
1.2. 5. 5 Prioritize the list of unfilled gaps.
1.2. 5. 6 Prioritize the list of filled gaps together with the
rules and procedures used to fill them.
1 . 2.6 Further develop the methodology by filling the most
critical
unfilled gaps.
1.2. 6.1 Acquire a current version of th^ methodology.
1.2. 6 . 2 Review the methodology in light of the
prioritized
list -of unfilled gaps to determine what gaps are
still unfilled.
1.2.6. 3 Review the methodology in light of
the prioritized
list of filled gaps to determine what
newly developed
pieces of 'the methodology have not been
fully
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1.2. 6. 4 Combine the results of the last two reviews
Into a single list of "developmental tasks"
1.2. 6. 5 Operationalize the purpose of the methodology.
1.2. 6. 6 Choose that "developmental task" which is most
critical to the methodology accomplishing its
purpose and about which the developer is unclear
how to proceed. If the methodology is highly
developed the developer may choose to field test :
it using either conclusion or decision oriented
research procedures. In this case the developer
should cycle to evaluation methodology (decision
oriented research) or to knowledge generation
methodology (conclusion oriented research)
.
1.2. 6. 7 Utilize meta-methodology to accomplish the
chosen developmental task by either integrating
an already developed piece of the methodology
or by filling an unfilled gap.
1.2. 6. 8 Repeat the above two steps until resources run
out or until the developer is content with the
current state of development.
1.2.7 Evaluate.
1.3 Disseminate the methodology.
1.3.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
1.3.2 Chobse the methodology to be disseminate.
1.3. 2.1 Simple method - use the interests of the
methodologist.
1.3. 2. 2 Complex method - use the Coffing
client demand
methodology.
1.3.3 Define the class of problems that
the methodology Is capable
of solving.
474
/ •
1.3. 3.1 Develop a list of all the needs which the
methodology can/does fulfill.
1.3. 3.2 Test this list for completeness by doing
any combination of the following.
1.3. 3. 2.1 Ask other methodologists to
identify the needs -which the
methodlogy can/does fulfill.
1.3. 3. 2. 2 Review the methodology's rationale
in order to identify needs that it
meets.
1.3. 3. 2. 3 Review any logs of the application of
the- methodology in order to identify
needs that it meets.
1.3. 3. 2. 4 Determine what needs are met by each
major process of the methodology.
1.3. 3. 2. 5 Compile a list of needs met by tools similar
to the methodology.
1.3. 3. 2. 6 Compile a list of needs met by methodology
which are similar to the one being disseminated.
1.3. 3. 2. 7 Combine all lists into one list of needs.
1.3.4 Develop a list of potential utilizers of the
methodology.
1.3. 4.1 For each of the above needs determine
who has the need.
1.3. 4. 2 Test this list for completeness by
doing any combination
of the following things.
1.3. 4. 2.1 Read literature, talk to
people, and
'examine work being done with respect
to
which is being disseminated.the methodology
o.
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1.3. 4. 2. 2 Analyze the implications of the methodology's
purpose with respect to identifying potential
utilizers.
1.3. 4. 2. 3 State the purpose that the methodologist has
in disseminating the methodology and then
analyze the implications of that purpose so
as to identify potential utilizers.
1.3. 4. 2. 4 Repeat steps 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 in the "Develop
a current version of the methodology" step.
1.3. 4. 2. 5 Identify all those who have actively sought
out the methodologist with respect to
learning the methodology or having it applied.
1.3. 4. 2. 6 Combine all the above lists into a single list
of potential utilizers of the methodology.
1.3.5 Identify the most appropriate potential utilizer.
1. 3.5.1 Develop a list of concepts which are critical to
the utilization of any methodology.
1.3. 5. 2 Test the completeness of the above list by doing
any combination of the following tasks
.
1.3. 5. 2.1 Review the original list to see if any of
the following concepts should be included.
- class of problems
- well defined purpose
•
- definition of a methodology
- decision maker validity
1.3. 5. 2. 2 Review successful and unsuccessful applica-
tions of the methodology in order to deter-
•mine critical concepts.
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1.3. 5. 2. 3 Review the rationale for the development
of the methodology.
1.3. 5. 2. 4 Have other methodologists repeat the above
steps.
1.3. 5. 2. 5 Combine all the above lists into a single
list of critical concepts.
1.3. 5. 3 Choose the concepts to be worked with
I
1.3. 5. 3.1 State the purpose that the methodologist
has in disseminating the methodology
(this may have already been done in step
1.3. 4. 2. 3).
1.3. 5. 3. 2 Operationally define the purpose of dissem-
ination.
1.3.5. 3. 3 Choose the concept(s) that most completely
satisfy the definition of the dissemination
purpose.
1.3. 5. 4 Operationally define the chosen concepts.
1.3. 5. 5 Plan for the distribution of the concept's definition
to the potential utilizer.
1.3. 5. 6 Plan how to determine the desireability of the
definition to the potential utilizers.
1.3. 5. 7 Integrate the above two plans into a single plan.
1.3. 5. 8 Implement the above plan.
1.3. 5. 9 Remove from the list of potential utilizers
ail those
for whom the critical concepts are undesireable
.
1.3.6 Determine the degree to which the methodology
being disseminated
will solve the problems of the potential utilizer.
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1*3. 6.1 Have the potential utilizer test the purpose
of the methodology against the criteria for
an acceptable purpose as found in meta-methodology.
1.3. 6. 2 If the purpose is unacceptable either:
1.3. 6 . 2.1 Stop work and refer the potential utilizer
to other solutions which may solve the
problem.
1.3.6.2.2 Develop a purpose which is acceptable
and then build a methodology that will
accomplish this purpose.
1.3. 6. 2. 3 Refer the potential utilizers to another
methodology.
1.3. 6. 3 Operationally define the purpose of the methodology
In terms of process and product. If at this point
you choose to further develop the methodology recycle
to step 1.2 (Develop a current version of the methodol-
ogy).
1.3. 6. 4 Prioritize the components of the definition.
1.3. 6. 5 Determine the problems faced by the potential
utilizer which the methodology is capable of
solving.
1.3. 6. 6 Choose the problem which the methodology will be
applied to.
1.3. 6. 7 Operationally define the chosen problem.
1.3. 6. 8 Prioritize the operational components of the chosen
problem.
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1.3. 6. 9 Interface the definition of the problem with the
definition of the methodology in order to create
a Ust of all possible tests of the methodology
relative to solving the chosen problem.
(Refer to the goals/parts interface step in
evaluation methodology.)
1.3.6.10 Choose the test(s) to be performed.
1.3.6.11 Develop a plan for carrying out the plan.
1.3.6.12 Implement the plan.
i
1.3.6.13 Repeat the above three steps until either the
!
,
resources run out or until the potential utilizer
thinks that there is enough data present to decide
whether or not the methodology can solve the problem.
!
1.3.6.14 Review the results of testing by asking the potential
utilizer the following question. "Is there any
critical part of your problem that definitely
cannot be met by the methodology?"
I
1.3.6.15 If the answer to the above question is yes then
I
i
.
'
.
i
i
I
J
1.3.7 Plan for the utilization of the methodology.
1.3. 7.1 Cycle to "prepare the methodologist" if the utilizer
either:
1.3.6.15.1 Stop work and refer the potential
utilizer to other solutions.
1.3.6.15.2 Carry out additional testing.
1.3.6.15.3 Refer the potential utilizer to
another methodology.
1.3. 6*. 15. 4 Build another methodology.
wants to learn the methodology.
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1.3. 7. 2 Cycle to "contract negotiation*^ the
utilizer wants the methodology to be applied
to solve a problem.
1.3. 7. 3 Cycle to "develop a current version of the
methodology" if the utilizer wants to further
develop the methodology.
1.3. 7. 4 Cycle to any task of the potential utilizers choosing.
1.3.8 Evaluate.
1.4
Prepare the methodologist.
1.4.1 Plan the application of this step.
1.4.2 Choose the methodology to be taught.
1.4.3 Develop a current version of the methodology (Refer to
step 1.2 Develop a current version of the methodology.)
1.4.4 Select the group to whom the methodology will be taught.
1.4. 4.1 State the purpose that the methodologist has in
teaching this particular methodology.
1.4. 4. 2 Test this purpose against the criteria for an
acceptable purpose as documented in meta-methodology
and revise if necessary. .
1.4. 4. 3 Develop a list of potential methodologists by analyzing
the implications of the teaching purpose.
1.4. 4. 3.1 Complete the following sentence. "I could
accomplish my teaching purpose by teaching
• the methodology to •
"
1.4. 4. 3. 2 Complete the following sentence. "I could
fail to accomplish my teaching purpose if
I did not teach the methodology to
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1.4. 4. 3. 3 Complete the following sentence. "If I
were actually accomplishing my teaching
purpose I would be teaching the methodology
to
1.4. 4. 3. 4 Combine your responses to the above three
sentences into a single list of potential
methodologists
.
l.A.A.A Test the completeness of the above list by doing any
combination of the following tasks.
1.4.4. 4.1 Think up all the possible alternatives
to each potential methodologist.
1.4. A. A. 2 Think up all those people who have nothing
to do with your purpose in teaching the
methodology.
l.A.A.A. 3 Develop a list of all those who have
or who are interested in learning other
methodologies and then consider if they
might be interested in learning this par-
ticular methodology.
l.A.A.A. A Repeat appropriate parts of 1.2.2 (1.2. 2. 2 +
1.2. 2. A) and 1.2.3.
i
l.A.A.A. 5 Repeat appropriate parts of 1.3.3 and 1.3.4.
l.A.A.A. 6 Add to your list any individual or group who
• has actively sought out the methodologist
for the purpose of learning the methodology.
1.A.A.5 Operationally define the teaching purpose.
1.4. 4.
6
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Choose that group of potential methodologists
that most completely satisfies the defined
teaching purpose. At this point the methodologist
may want to refer to steps 1.3.5 and 1.3.6 in order
to identify additional criteria and procedures
which may be used in the selection of the<
learning group.
1.4. 4. 7 Each member of the choosen learning group confirms
their intention of learning the methodology.
1.4.5 Determine the needs of the learning group.
1.4. 5.1 The methodologist decides whether to teach the group
as a- group or as individuals.
1.4. 5. 2 The methodologist identifies the group ' s /individual ? s
• area of application by obtaining answers to the following
questions
.
1.4. 5. 2.1 Are you learning the methodology so that
I
you may solve a particular problem? If so
1 identify that problem.
1.4. 5. 2. 2 Are you learning the methodology so that
you may solve an as of yet unspecified
problem? If so identify the area in which
the problem is found.
1.4. 5. 2. 3 Are you learning .the methodology just out of
general interest? If so develop a statement
which will accurately describe your interest
• in the methodology.
1.4. 5.
3
Determine what the group/individuals need to know with
respect to implementing the methodology in their
*
‘
‘
.
*
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particular area of application (Refer to the
Cof f ing/Hutchinson Needs Analysis Methodology.)
1.4. 5. 4 Choose the learning need(s) to be worked on and
develop the sequence in which they will be taught.
1.4.6 Develop a teaching purpose which is specific with respect
to the needs of this particular learning group.
1.4.6. 1 Investigate the area of the chosen learning need(s).
1.4. 6. 2 Combine the results of the above analysis with the
results of the needs analysis in order to state
a teaching purpose which is specific with respect
to this particular learning group.
1.4.6. 3 Test the teaching purpose. (Refer to Meta-Methodology
Step III.)
1.4. 6. 4 If necessary revise the purpose until It is acceptable.
1.4.7 Develop the teaching sequence.
1.4.
7.1
Develop a sequenced series of learning objectives.
1.4. 7.
1.1
Analyze the implication of the teaching
purpose by completing the following
sentences
.
1.4. 7. 1.1.1 I could accomplish the teaching
purpose if the group learned
•
1.4. 7. 1.1. 2 I would fail to accomplish the
• teaching purpose if the group
did not learn •
^ 4.7.1.1.3 xf I were actually
accomplishing
the teaching purpose the group
would be learning _•
/£>.
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1.4. 7. 1.1.
4
Combine your answers to each
of the above sentences into a
single list of learning
objectives
.
1.4. 7. 1.2 Test the above list for completeness.
1.4. 7. 1.3 Sequence of the tested list of learning
objectives
.
1.4.7. 2 Develop a strategy to teach each one of the sequenced
learning objectives.
1.4. 7. 2.1 Choose the first (next) learning objective
/
for which a teaching strategy is to be
developed.
1.4. 7. 2. 2 State the purpose of the chosen, learning
objective.
1.4. 7. 2. 3 Develop an exhaustive set of alternative
i
plans for teaching the objective by
analysing the implications of the
objectives purpose.
1.4. 7. 2. 4 Choose the alternative to be implemented.
1.4. 7. 2. 5 Plan for the implementation of the chosen
alternative
.
1.4. 7. 2. 6 If possible field test the planned teaching
strategy.
1.4. 7. 2. 7 Repeat the above process for each
objective
’ or move on once a single teaching strategy
has been developed for a single objective.
i
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1.4. 7. 3 Develop a- simulation for each objective for which a
teaching strategy has been designed. (Refer to
Instructional Simulation Design Methodology.)
1.4. 7. 3.1 State the purpose of the simulation.
1.4. 7. 3. 2 Define the purpose of the simulation.
1.4. 7. 3. 3 Develop the experential technique.
1.4.7. 3.4 If possible field test the simulation.
1.4. 7. 3. 5 Repeat the above process for each objective
or move on once a single simulation has
been developed for a single objective.
1.4. 7. 4 Integrate the teaching strategy (ies) with the simulation(s)
in order to develop a single list of activities necessary
for the learning of a particular objective(s)
.
1.4. 7. 4.1 Integrate each teaching strategy with each
simulation separately in order to come
up with sub-lists.
1.4. 7. 4. 2 Integrate all the above sub-lists into a
single list.
1.4. 7.
5
Keep recycling through the above steps until there
is an integrated (teaching strategy and simulation)
plan for learning each objective.
1.4.8 Plan for the implementation of the teaching sequence.
1.4. 8.1 Review all activities and make any needed changes.
1.4. 8. 2 Plan How to make decisions with respect to the
teaching process as it is being carried out.
1.4.8. 3 If possible test the plan for decision making
and make any changes needed.
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1.4. 8. 4 Integrate the tested plan for decision making
with the reviewed list of activities.
1.4. 8. 5 Allocate resources to the integrated list of
activities and make any changes which are indicated
as a result of this allocation.
1.4.9, Implement the teaching sequence.
1.4.10 Evaluate and redesign if necessary.
1.4.11 Integrate the newly prepared methodologist into a larger
i
system of methodological development.
1.4.11.1 The teaching methodologist operationally defines the
following concept "Contributing to methodological
development .
"
1.4.11.2 Test the completeness of the above definition
1.4.11.2.1 Consider whether or not any of the
following should be included in the
|
definition.
- Training other methodologists.
- Being sent further documentation of the
•methodology which has been learned.
- Applying the methodology which has been
learned.
- Doing conclusion or decision oriented
research on the methodology.
•
— Developing methodologies.
- Disseminating methodologies.
1.4.11.2.2
Have other methodologists define the
concept
.
/ /•
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1.4.11.2.3 If possible all methodologists working
in a particular area should develop a
common definition.
1.4.11.2.4
Combine all the above lists into a
single definition.
1.4.11.3 Measure the degree to which the newly trained
methodologist satisfied the above definition.
1.4.11.4 Identify that part(s) of the definition which the
newly prepared methodologist most completely
satisfies
.
1.4.11.5 The teaching methodologist secures the consent
of the newly trained methodologist to contribute
,
to methodological development in that area which
i
I
the strength is the greatest.
1.4.11.6 The teaching methodologist and the newly trained
t
methodologist develop and implement the plan for
the newly trained methodologist contributing to
i
methodological development.
1.5 Negotiate the decision making contract.
1.5.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
1.5.2 Develop a list of potential clients.
1.5. 2.1 Identify all those who have needs which the
methodology may meet. At this point the
methodologist may want to refer to parts of
step 1.3 - Disseminate the methodology especially
1.3.3 (Define the class of problems that the
methodology solves) and 1.3.4 (Develop a list’
i
c* ^
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of potential utilizers) — in order to develop
additional rules and procedures for the identification
of potential clients.
1.5. 2. 2 Identify all those who have actively sought out the
methodologist for the purpose of having the methodology
applied.
1.5.2. 3 Identify all those who have been referred to the
methodologist as potential clients.
1.5. 2. 4 Combine all the above lists into a single list of
potential clients.
1.5.3 Test the list of clients for completeness.
1.5. 3.1 Repeat the dissemination process in part or in full.
1.5. 3. 2 Consult those for whom the methodology has been
applied in the past in order to identify potential
clients.
1.5. 3. 3 Have other methodologists in the same area identify
potential clients.
1.5. 3. 4 Determine if the methodology can logically proceed
or follow the application of any other methodology
and then consult with those for whom these "other"
methodologies have been applied in order to identify
potential clients.
1.5. 3. 5 Consult methodologists in other areas.
1.5. 3.6 Perform any other appropriate test(s) of
completeness.
1.5. 3. 7 Develop a single list of potential clients.
1.5.4 Develop a list of criteria on which to
choose the most
appropriate client (s).
I
of / .
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Operationally define the concept "A completely
successful application of methodology.
(fill in the name of the appropriate methodology)
.
list of criteria for completeness.
Review all successful and unsuccessful application
of the methodology.
Review the rationale for the methodology's
development
.
Review the most current version of the methodolgy.
Review the product definition of the methodology's
purpose.
Have other methodologists define the concept.
Have other methodologists perform the tests of
completeness
.
Develop a list of concepts that are critical to
the successful implementation. of any methodology
Refer to steps 1.3. 5.1 - 1.3. 5. 2 - 1.3.5. 3.
1.5.6 Choose the most appropriate client(s).
1.5.7 Develop a contract statement which will include:
1.5. 7.1 The name of the contract decision maker.
1.5. 7. 2 The area(s) of concern within the methodology will
be applied.
1.5. 7. 3 The decision makers for whom the methodology
will
be applied. Decision makers should be those
individuals
who have primary responsibility for meeting needs
within
the chosen, area of concern.
1.5. 7. 4 The resources to be utilized.
1.5. 4.1
1.5.5 Test the
1.5. 5.1
1.5. 5.
2
1.5.5.
3
1.5. 5.
4
1.5. 5.
5
1.5. 5.
6
1.5. 5.
7
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1.5. 7. 5 The methodology to be employed.
^••5.7.6 The time period within which the work will be done.
1.5.8 Evaluate.
1.6 Plan this application of the methodology.1.6.1
Create an "application" matrix.
1.6.
1.1
Along the top of the matrix place the names of all
the decision makers involved in this application
DM //l, DM #2, DM // 3, DM //n
1.6.
1.2
Along the side of the matrix place the names of each
major process of the methodology to be used.
1
2
\ ' identify problems
state purpose
n
3 v conceptualizing the ideal solution
•v
the completed skeleton should look like this
Process
n
Process
n
Process
1 . 6 . 1.
3
recent version of the methodology to determine whai.
setof procedures is most appropriate for that decision
maker to accomplish the purpose of that major process.
1.6. 1.4 Review the activities developed for each
cell to m^ke
sure that:
c* «>
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1.6.1.
A.1 The activity is within the capabilities
I
•
of the person who is expected to
perform it.
1.6.1.
A. 2 That the person will have all necessary
prequisite resources for performing the
activity before is carried out.
.» 1.6.1. A. 3 Suitable consequences will be made available
once the activity is successfully accomplished,
1.6.
1.5
Arrange the activities in each cell in a chronological
order.
1.6.2 Arrange the activities of all cells into a single chronological
order, allocate resources, and schedule the times and dates when
each activity will be carried out. These plans are preliminary
and may be changed as a result of the following step.
1.6.3 PLan for decision making.
1.6. 3.1 Identify decision makers.
1.6. 3. 2 Identify decisions to be made by the decision makers.
1.6. 3. 3 Determine when the decisions are going to be made.
1.6. 3. A Identify/develop the activities which when observed
will provide the data needed to make the necessary
decisions.
1.6. 3. 5 Develop plans for observing the activities.
1.6. 3.6 Develop plans for reporting the data through
observation.
1.6. 3. 7 Design the process to be used in
decision making.
1.6. 3. 7.1 If the decision maker already has
an
acceptable process which he/she is
presently using then use that process.
1.6. 3. 7. 2 Use decision making methodology long or
short form.
1.6. 3. 7. 3 Use meta-methodology to develop an appropriat
decision making process.
1.6. 3. 8 Review the decision making process.
1.6. 3. 8.1 Can it eliminate any negative effects of
the activities it deals with?
1.6. 3. 8. 2 Can it move the activities which it deals
with closer to the ideal activity for
accomplishing the purpose?
1.6. 3. 9 Integrate the plans for observation, plans for
reporting, and the process for decision making into
a cohesive plan for decision making.
1.6.4 Test the plan for decision making by constructing data
which indicate satisfactory, unsatisfactory, and grossly
deficient performance of an activity and then apply the
decision making process to make decisions given the data.
1.6.5 Integrate the tested plan for decision making into the
preliminary schedule of activities (1.6.2) making any
needed adjustments in the allocation of resources or the
scheduling of activities.
1 . 6.6 Evaluate.
c)>.
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Perform a needs analysis.
2.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
2.2 Determine the needs which are of concern to the decision maker.
2.3 Define the need which the decision maker is interested in meeting.
2.4 Report the definition of the need to the decision maker.
2.5 Measure the degree to which the definition of the need is being
met.
2.6 Report the results of the measurement to the decision maker.
2.7 Evaluate/Redesign.
Determine a statement of the purpose with respect to the problem
area with which this application of the methodology will deal.
3.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
3.2 The decision maker chooses what component(s) of what need(s)
are to be met using the methodology.
3.3 Xf the decision maker chooses to meet a set of need components
that cannot be logically combined into a single purpose statement
than a separate application matrix is made for this decision maker.
The only change in the matrix will be in the labelling of the
horizontal axis (1.6. 1.2). Instead of containing the names
of decision makers it will contain the names of the need components
to be met.
3.4
The decision maker determines what is presently known
about the
need which is to be met by performing any combination
of the
following tasks:
3.4.1 Read literature which relates to the need.
^ (o.
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3.4.2 Talking to people whose work is involved in meeting the need.
3.4.3 Examine actual efforts to meet the need.
3.4.4 Talk to people who are or have been effected or served by
efforts to meet the need.
3.4.5 Talk to people who at one time were involved in meeting
the need but who have discontinued their involvement.
3.4.6 Think about the need.
3.4.7 Try out tools that already exist for meeting the need.
3.5 If the above analysis indicates that the chosen need represents
a very complex problem area then choose a piece of the original
need and repeat the previous step for the chosen piece.
3.6 Create a list of purposes that validly express your intentions
for meeting the chosen need.
3.7 Choose the most appropriate purpose.
3.8 Test the chosen purpose.
3.8.1 Can the chosen purpose be expanded to include other
unfilled needs? If so expand, if not proceed.
3.8.2 Is the purpose trivial? Is it clear that the purpose
as stated requires a specific solution? Does the
purpose contain sufficient qualifiers (nouns, adjectives,
adverbs, phrases and clauses) If the purpose is trivial
revise it, until it isn't.
3.8.3 If the purpose is accomplished will it meet the need?
If not revise it until it does.
3.8.4 Is the decision maker committed to accomplishing this
purpose? If not develop a purpose which will carry
the commitment of the decision maker.
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3.8.5 Is the purpose ethical?
3. 8 . 5.1 Is the purpose consistent with the methodologists
values system?
3. 8. 5. 2 Will the purpose when accomplished promote the
general welfare?
3.8. 5. 3 Revise the purpose until it is ethical with respect
to the ajjove standards.
3.8.6! Is the purpose desireable? Will a solution to accomplish
this purpose be actually used? If the purpose is not
desireable revise it until it is.
3.8.7 Is the purpose definable? Can it be described in terms of
directly observable behaviors or states? If not revise it
until it is definable.
3.8.8 Is the purpose practical? Can it be accomplished within the
available resources? If not revise it until it is practical.
3.8.9 Are existing solutions insufficient? Do any solutions exist
that can accomplish the purpose? If there are either, revise
the purpose or adopt the existing solution.
3.8.10 If any of the above tests have resulted in a changed purpose
than that purpose should be taken through all other tests
separately.
3.8.11 Have other people perform any or all of the above tests.
3.8.12 Write -out the acceptable purpose.
3.9 Evaluate.
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3.8.5 Is the purpose ethical?
3. 8. 5.1 Is the purpose consistent with the methodologists
values system?
3. 8. 5. 2 Will the purpose when accomplished promote the
general welfare?
3. 8. 5. 3 Revise the purpose until it is ethical with respect
j
to the afcove standards.
3.8.6 Is the purpose desireable? Will a solution to accomplish
this purpose be actually used? If the purpose is not
desireable revise it until it is.
3.8.7 Is the purpose definable? Can it be described in terms of
directly observable behaviors or states? If not revise it
until it is definable. '
3.8.8 Is the purpose practical? Can it be accomplished within the
available resources? If not revise it until it is practical.
3.8.9 Are existing solutions insufficient? Do any solutions exist
that can accomplish the purpose? If there are either, revise
the purpose or adopt the existing solution.
3.8.10 If any of the above tests have resulted in a changed purpose
than that purpose should be taken through all other tests
separately
.
3.8.11 Have other people perform any or all of the above tests.
3.8.12 Write *out the acceptable purpose.
3.9 Evaluate.
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^.0 Conceptualize the ideal solution.
4.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
4.2 Develop a preliminary list of ideal solutions.4.2.1
Define the term ’’ideal solution”.
4. 2. 1.1 Simple method - substitute the following definition.
"An ideal solution is one which completely accomplishes
a purpose, is designed in a situation where there are
no resource restrictions, uses machines for data
processing, and uses as little resources as possible.
4. 2. 1.2 Complex method - have the decision maker operationally
define the concept "an ideal solution” and then test the
definition for completeness.
4.2.2
Develop a list of solutions consistent with the definition.
4. 2. 2.1 The methodologist checks the decision makers under-
standing of the definition of an ideal solution to make
sure that the definition is clear.
4. 2. 2. 2 The methodologist asks the decision maker to focus
on each part of the definition with respect to the
purpose
.
4. 2. 2. 3 While the decision maker is focusing the
methodologists
asks him to respond to the following stimuli.
Write
down all solutions to the purpose that are
ideal
solutions with respect. to the piece of the
definition
on which you are focusing.
4. 2. 2.
4
The above process is repeated for each
part of the
of an ideal solution.
A. 2. 2. 5 Combine all responses Into
a single list of Ideal
solutions
.
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4. 2. 2. 6 Test the completeness of the list.
4.3 Develop a list of usual solutions.
4.3.1 Develop a list of usual solutions for this purpose.
4. 3. 1.1 Write down all the ways that you could accomplish
this purpose.
4. 3. 1.2 Write down all the ways that you could fail
to accomplish this purpose and then state them
positively so that they are ways of accomplishing
the purpose.
4. 3. 1.3 If you were actually accomplishing the purpose
what would you be doing.
4. 3. 1.4 Write down all the unusual ways of accomplishing
i
the purpose.
4. 3. 1.5 Combine all responses into a single list of solutions.
4. 3. 1.6 Test this list for completeness.
4.3.2 Develop a list of usual solutions to similar purposes or
problems
.
i 4. 3. 2.1 Develop a list of problems or purposes which are
similar to this one.
4. 3. 2. 2 Of the problems identified determine which
ones
have actually been dealt with by the decision
maker and which have not.
4. 3. 2. 3 For the ones which have been actually
dealt with
complete the following sentences.
1 4. 3. 2. 3.1 State how you solved the
problem if you
dealt with it successfully. Can you
state any other ways of solving the
•problem? If so state them.
4. 3. 2. 3.
2
State how you failed to solve the problem
i
if you dealt with it unsuccessfully. Can
you state any other ways in which you could
have failed to solve the problem. If so
state them and then make them positive so
that they may be considered as ways of
solving the problem.
4. 3. 2. 3.
3
State any unusual ways in which you could
have solved this problem.
4. 3. 2.
4
For the problems that have not been actually dealt with
complete the following sentences.
4. 3. 2.
4.1
Write down all the ways in which this
problem could be solved.
,
4. 3. 2. 4. 2 Write down and then negate all the ways
by which you could have failed to solve
the problem.
4. 3. 2. 4.
3
Write down what you would be actually doing if
you were solving the problem.
4. 3. 2. 4.
4
Write down all the unusual ways in which
you could solve the problem.
4. 3. 2. 5 Combine all the above responses into a single
list.
4. 3. 2. 6 Test the list for completeness.
4.3.3 Develop a list of solutions to problems
that have nothing to
do with the original problem.
4. 3. 3.1 Develop a list of problems that
have nothing to do
with the original problem.
4. 3. 3. 2 For each of the above
problems write out all the
ways you could solve the problem.
2 /
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4. 3. 3. 3 For each of the above problems write out all the ways
In which you could fail to solve the problem
and then state them positively.
.
4. 3. 3. 4 If you were actually solving the problem write down
what you would be doing.
4. 3. 3. 5 Write down all the unusual ways of accomplishing the
i
I problem.
I
4. 3. 3. 6 Combine all the above into a single list.
A. 3. 3. 7 Test the list for completeness.
A. 3. 4 Combine all the above lists (A. 3. 1.6 + A, 3, 2. 5 + A. 3. 3. 7) into
a single list of usual solutions.
A. A Develop a final list of ideal solutions.
4.4.1' Examine each usual solution in the light of the definition
1 of an ideal solution.
1 4 U
A. A. 2: Change each ususal solution so that it is consistent with
|
the definition of an ideal solution.
A. A. 3 Combine the results from above with the preliminary list
I
-
of ideal solutions (A. 2. 2. 6).
j
Test the above list for completeness using systems logic
and any other appropriate test of completeness.
A. 5 Choose the most appropriate ideal solution.
A 5 1 Develop the criteria on which the selection
will be made.
.
'
I
A. 5. 1.1 Imagine a hypothetical situation in which
your
purpose has been completely accomplished and
write
down everything that you see happening in
that
situation. .
A. 5. 1.2 Imagine a situation in which
you have completely
failed in trying to accomplish your
purpose
D ** *
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or a situation in which your purpose is completely
absent and write down what is happening.
4. 5. 1.3 Have others perform the above steps for your
.
' purpose.
4. 5. 1.4 Recreate the original situation using the two lists
to see if there are any other apsects which you
would like to add.
4. 5. 1.5 Write down all those things that have nothing
to do with the accomplishment of your purpose
and consider adding them to your list.
4. 5. 1.6 If you have ever faced problems or purposes
which are similar to your present purpose then repeat
the above steps for those similar problems or
purposes
.
4. 5. 1.7 Repeat the above steps for problems
or purposes
that have nothing to do with your purpose.
4. 5. 1.8 Review each criteria which you
have developed
to determine if it is stated in
operational
terms. If not repeat the first five
steps
j
for each "fuzzy criteria.
4. 5.
1.9
Prioritize the list of operational
criteria.
4.5.2 Choose the alternatives to
be tested.
4. 5. 2.1 Prioritize the list
of alternative ideal solutions.
*.3.2.2 Choose a manageable
number of alternatives on which
tests will actually be performed.
4.5.3 Prepare the chosen
alternatives for testing.
4. 5. 3.1 Determine the
degree of operationalization
to
which each alternative must
be developed before
it can be tested.
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4.5. 3.
2
Develop each alternative to the chosen level of
operationalization.
4. 5. 3. 2.1 Develop the parts of the alternative.
4. 5. 3. 2. 1.1 Write down all the things
that you would need to accomplish
the purpose.
4. 5. 3. 2. 1.2 Write down all the things
that might cause you to
fail to accomplish the purpose.
4. 5. 3. 2. 1.3 Write down all the things that
you would be using if you were
actually accomplishing your
,
purpose.
4. 5. 3. 2. 1.4 Write down all the unusual
things that you might use
to accomplish your purpose.
4. 5. 3. 2. 1.5 Write down all those things that
have nothing to do with acommplish-
I
ing the purpose.
' 4. 5. 3. 2. 1.6 Test the above list for
complete-
j
ness by repeating the previous
stej5s for similar alternatives in
similar problem areas. Use any
other activity which the decision
(and or methodologist) feels is
test ci: completenesan appropriate
4. 5. 3. 2.
2
Develop the activities of each part.
4. 5. 3. 2. 2.1 State the purpose of each
part.
4. 5. 3. 2. 2. 2 Write down all the ways in which
that which that you could accomplish
the parts purpose.
4. 5. 3. 2. 2. 3 Write down all the ways in which
you could fail to accomplish
the part's purpose and then
state them positively.
4. 5. 3. 2. 2. 4 If you were actually accomplishing
the part's purpose what would you
be doing.
4. 5. 3. 2. 2. 5 Write down all the unusual
ways in which you might accomplish
the part's purpose.
4. 5. 3. 2. 2. 6 Write down all those activities
that have nothing to do with
your accomplishing the
part's purpose.
4. 5. 3. 2. 2. 7 Test the above list for
completeness.
4. 5. 3. 2. 2. 8 Repeat the above process for
each
part of each alternative.
4. 5. 3. 2. 3 Arrange the activities in a
chronological order
making sure that each activity is stated
jjrocedurely » there is a logical flow
from one
activity to another and anchoring
activities
have been stated.
A. 5. 3. 2. A Prioritize the chronological list of
activities
.
A. 5. A Choose the activities to be tested.
A.5.A.1 Interface the prioritized list of criteria with
the prioritized list of activities for each
alternative to be tested.
A. 5. A. 2 Choose the highest priority activity (ies) in the
highest priority criteria (s) for each alternative.
A. 5. 5 Plan for testing.
A. 5. 5.1 Identify the levels of reality at which the. activity
may exist (from thought to full implementation of a
completely operational activity.)
A. 5. 5. 2 Choose the level (s) of reality at which to test the
activity.
A. 5. 5. 2.1 Choose that level which is closest to
complete implementation.
A. 5. 5. 2. 2 Choose a series of levels from which
a prediction may be developed.
A. 5. 5. 3 State the purpose of testing the activity at the
chosen level of reality.
A. 5. 5. A Develop alternative types of tests.
A. 5. 5. 5 Choose the test to be implemented.
'
A. 5. 5. 6 Plan for the implementation of the test.
A. 5.5.6. 1 Identify the. parts of the test.
A. 5. 5. 6. 2 Identify the activities of each part.
A* 5 .5.6.
3
Arrange the activities in a chronological
order
.
4. 5. 5. 6. 4 Review the activities and make any needed
changes
.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5 Plan for making decisions once the
test is begun.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5.1 Identify decision makers.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5. 2 Identify decisions.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5. 3 Identify the points in time
at which decisions are to be
made
.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5. 4 Identify /develop the activities
the data on which is to be used
in decision making.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5. 5 Plan for the observation of
these activities.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5. 6 Plan for reporting the data
gathered to the decision maker.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5. 7 Plan how to use the data to make
decisions at the decision making
points
.
4. 5. 5. 6. 5. 8 Test the decision making plan.
4 .5 .5.6 .5 .9 Plan how to combine all data and
decisions into one succier.t
summative evaluation statement.
4.5.5.6.5.10 Integrate the plans for observing,
reporting, and decision making into
one comprehensive plan for decision
making.
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4.5.6 Implement the plan for testing.
4.5.8 Evaluate.
4. 5. 8.1 State the results ir\ terms of decisions made and
data used and the results of all test activities.
4. 5. 8. 2 Examine the results to determine if the data will
allow for the choosing of one of the alternatives
as most appropriate.
N
4. 5. 8. 3 If the choice cannot be made either.
4. 5. 8. 3.1 Repeat the test.
4. 5. 8. 3. 2 Carry out further testing.
4.5.8. 3.3 Use short form procedures.
4.6 Review the chosen ideal solution.
4.6.1
Inspect the solution to determine if it is developed sufficiently
enough so that it can be modified in light of resources that
are actually available for its implementation. Such modification
would make the ideal solution a feasiable solution. If the idea*
is not sufficiently developed then repeat steps 4. 5. 3.1 +
4. 5. 3. 2.1 at this time. If the ideal is sufficiently
developed
simply move on.
4.6.2
Examine the internal consistency of the ideal.
4. 6. 2.1 By inspection:
4. 6. 2. 1.1 Look at each part in relation
to every
other part to determine if there is =*ny
conflict among parts.
4. 6. 2. 1.2 Look at the purpose of each
part against
the purposes, of all the other
parts to
determine if there is any conflict among
purposes
.
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4. 6. 2.
1.3
Rough out the activities of each
part to determine if there are any
conflicts among activities.
4. 6. 2.
2
By testing:
4. 6. 2.
2.1
Implement the activities of all parts
at some level of reality and monitor
any possible negative effects on each
other.
4.6.3
Examine the external consistency of the ideal.
4. 6. 3.1 By inspection.
4. 6. 3. 2 By testing.
4.7 Confirm the ideal solution with the appropriate individuals or
groups based on law or policy.
4.8 Evaluate.
0 Develop the actual solution.
5.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
5.2 Arrange the parts of the ideal solution into the order in
which
they will be worked on.
5.3 For the first (next) part state the part's purpose.
5.4 Identify the resources that are actually available
to implement
this part.
5.5
Develop feasible alternatives to the ideal part.
3.5.1
Write down all the things that you would need
to accomplish
the purpose of the part
.
5.5.2:- Write down all the things that if
you did not have night
cause you to fail to accomplish the
purpose, of the part.
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5.5.3
Write down all the things that you would be actually
using if you were accomplishing the part’s purpose.
5. 5. A Write down all the unusual things that you might use to
accomplish the purpose of the part.
5.5.5 Write down all those things that have nothing to do with
your accomplishing the purpose of the part.
5.5.6 Test the above list for completeness.
5. 5. 6.1 The decision maker and or methodologist develops
and implements appropriate tests of completeness.
5. 5. 6. 2 Repeat the above steps for similar parts in similar e
,rh
areas
.
5. 5. 6. 3 Repeat the above steps for unrelated parts in unrelated
problem areas.
5. 5. 6. 4 Analyze the part’s purpose using systems logic.
5.5.7 Review each alternative developed above in light of the
resources actually available to make sure that the alternative
is feasible.
5.6 Choose the most appropriate feasible alternative. (Refer to step 4.5)
5.6.1 Develop the criteria on which the selection will be made.
(4.5.1)
5.6.2 Choose the alternatives to be tested. (4.5.2)
5.6.3 Prepare the alternatives chosen for testing by developing
the activities of each alternative part. (4. 5. 3. 2. 2)
5.6.4 Choose the activities to be tested. (4.5.4)
5.6.5 Plan for testing. (4.5.5)
5.6.6 Implement the plan for testing. (4.5.6)
/5.6.7
Evaluate. (4.5^8)
5.7 Repeat the above steps until there is a feasible alternative
to each part of the ideal solution.
5.8 Review the feasible solution.
N
5.8.1 Examine the internal consistency. (4.6.2)
5.8.2 Examine the external consistency. (4.6.3)
5.9 Confirm the feasible solution with the appropriate individuals or
groups based on law or policy.
5.10 Evaluate.
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Plan the implementation of actual solution.
6.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
6.2 Arrange the parts of the feasible solution into the order in which
they will be worked on.
6.3 Choose the first (next) part to be worked on.
6.4 Develop the activities which are necessary for the part to accomplish
its purpose.
6.4.1 Write down all the ways that you could accomplish this purpose.
6.4.2 Write down all the ways that you could fail to accomplish
this purpose and then state them positively so that they
are ways of accomplishing the purpose.
6.4.3 Imagine yourself actually accomplishing the purpose; write
down what you are doing.
6.4.4 Write down all the unusual ways of accomplishing the purpose.
6.4.5 Write down all those things that have nothing to do with
your accomplishing the purpose and then consider whether or not
you want to add them to your .list.
# #
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6.4.6 Combine all the above responses into a single list of
activities
.
6.4.7 Test the list for completeness.
6. 4. 7.1 The methodologist and or decision maker designs
and implements appropriate tests of completeness.
6.4. 7.2 Develop a list of activities that are necessary to
accomplish similar purposes. or problems.
6. 4. 7. 2.1 Develop a list of problems or purposes
which are similar to this one.
6. 4. 7. 2. 2 Of the problems identified determine which
ones have actually been dealt with by the
decision maker and which have not.
6. 4. 7. 2. 3 Complete the following sentences for those
problems that have actually been dealt with by
the decision maker.
6. 4. 7. 2. 3.1 State how you solved the
problem if you dealt with it
successfully. Can you state
any other ways of solving the
problem? If so state them.
6. 4. 7. 2. 3. 2 State how you failed to solve
the problem if you dealt with it
unsuccessfully. Can you state
any other ways in which you
could have failed to solve the
problem. If so state them and make
them positive so that they may be
considered as ways of solving
the problem.
6. A. 7. 2. 3.
3
State any unusual ways in which
you could have solved this problem.
6. A. 7. 2.
A
Complete the following sentences for those
problems that have not been actually dealt
with.
6. A. 7. 2. A.
1
Write down all the ways in which
this problem could be solved.
6. A. 7. 2. A.
2
Write down and then negate all
the ways in which you could fail
to solve this problem.
6. A. 7. 2. A.
3
Write down what you would be
actually doing if you were
solving this problem.
6. A. 7. 2. A.
A
Write down all the unusual
ways in which you could solve
the problem.
6. A. 7. 2. A.
5
Use the above responses to change
your original list of activities.
6. A. 7.
3
Develop a list of activities which are necessary to
solve problems that have nothing to do with the original
problem.
6. A. 7. 3.1 Develop a list of problems that have nothing
to do with the original problem.
6. A. 7. 3.
2
Tor each of the above problems write out all
the ways that you could solve the problem.
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6. A. 7. 3.3
6. A. 7. 3.
A
6. A. 7. 3.
5
6. A. 7. 3.
6
For each of the above problems write
out all the ways in which you could fail
to solve the problem and then state them
positively
.
Write out what you would be doing if you were
actually solving this problem.
Write down all the unusual ways of solving
this problem.
Use the above responses to change your original
list of activities.
6.5 Review the activities.
6.5.1 Arrange the activities in a chronological order.
6.5.2 Examine each activity separately.
6. 5. 2.1 Determine the degree to which each activity is
operationally defined. If it is fuzzy define it
making sure that the resultant components are stated
procedurely. Make any needed changes in the chrono-
logical list.
6. 5. 2.
2
Determine if each activity is appropriate. (Within
the person's present knowledge, capability and skill.)
6. 5. 2. 2.1 State who is going to be performing the
activity.
6. 5. 2. 2. 2 Identify a behavior presently existing
in
that persons repetoire that is identidal
or similar to the expected activity.
6. 5. 2. 2. 3 Plan for the observation of
that activity.
6. 5, 2. 2. A Plan for the reporting of
the data collected
6. 5. 2. 2. 5 Integrate and implement
the above two plans.
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6. 5. 2. 2. 6 Review the results in order to determine
if the expected behavior is appropriate.
If the behavior is inappropriate either.
6. 5. 2. 2. 6.1 Drop the activity as an
expectation
.
6. 5. 2. 2. 6. 2 Identify another person who is
capable of performing the activity.
6. 5. 2. 2. 6. 3 Change the activity so that it is
in line with the individuals
present knowledge^ capability
and skill.
6. 5. 2. 2. 6. 4 Identify a prerequisite activity
which when established will remedy
the deficiency.
6. 5. 2. 2. 7 Make any necessary changes in the chronological
list.
6. 5. 2. 3 Review each activity in light of the resources that
are needed to carry it out.
6. 5. 2.
3.1
Select the method of identification.
6. 5. 2. 3. 1.1 Directly observe the person
performing the activity.
6. 5. 2. 3. 1.2 Ask yourself.
6. 5. 2. 3. 1.3 Ask others.
6. 5. 2. 3. 1.4 Ask the person who is
involved
in the activity.
6,,5. 2. 3. 1.5 Directly observe others
performing
the activity.
6. 5. 2. 3. 1.6
513
Directly observe the products
of others who have performed the
activity
.
6. 5. 2. 3. 1.7 Read literature.
6. 5. 2. 3. 1.8 Some combination of the above.
6. 5. 2. 3. 1.9 Any other appropriate method of
identification.
6. 5. 2. 3.
2
Using the selected method of identification
answer the following questions.
6. 5. 2. 3. 2.1 What would the who require to
carry out the activity?
6. 5. 2. 3. 2. 2 If the who had failed to carry
out the activity what would they
be missing?
6. 5. 2. 3. 2. 3 If the who were actually carrying
out the activity what would they
be using?
6. 5. 2. 3. 2. 4 What unusual things could be used
by the who to carry out the
activity?
6.5.2. 3.2.5 What things have nothing to do with
the who carrying out the activity?
6. 5. 2. 3. 2. 6 Combine the above lists into one
li3t
.
6. 5. 2. 3. 3 Test the above list for completeness.
6. 5. 2. 3. 3.1 The methodologist and or decision
maker develops and implements
.. /
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appropriate tests of completeness.
6. 5. 2. 3. 3. 2 Use another mode of identification.
6. 5. 2. 3. 3. 3 Answer the above questions for
similar activities.
' 6. 5. 2. 3. 3. 4 Answer the above questions for
completely unrelated activities.
6.5.2. 3. A Choose the most appropriate and the most
critical prerequisite resources.
6. 5. 2. 3. 5 Review the chosen list of reources to determine
if they will be available at the time the
activity is called for. If there is any
doubt that these critical prerequisite
resources will be available add to the
chronological list of activities other activities
which are designed to acquire the needed
resources
.
6. 5. 2. A Identify appropriate consequences which are to follow
the successful completion of each activity.
6.5.2.A.1 Determine whether or not consequences are
needed by answering the following questions:
6. 5.
2.
A. 1.1 Is the activity already highly
desireable to the person involved?
6. 5.
2.
A. 1.2 Is the person already performing
the activity frequently?
6. 5.
2.
A. 1.3 If your answer to either of the
above questions is yes. than
consequences arc not needed.
If your answer is nc then procedc
7 /
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through the rest of this step
until an appropriate consequence
is identified.
6. 5. 2. 4. 2. Choose the most appropriate type of conse-
quence .
6. 5. 2. 4. 2.1 Success and simple movement
to the next activity.
6. 5. 2. 4. 2. 2 Social interactions (Talking
to others, praise, constructive
criticism from supervisor or
peers, being touched
or hugged, etc.)
6. 5. 2. 4. 2. 3 Activities. (Taking or teaching
courses, independent study programs,
playing tennis, etc.)
6. 5. 2. 4. 2. 4 Tokens (money, points, chips, etc.)
6. 5. 2. 4. 2. 5 Others not listed.
6. 5. 2. 4. 3 If success is chosen then the activity should
be recycled through 6. 5. 2.1 + 6. 5. 2. 2 and
6. 5. 2. 3 until the chance of failure has been
eliminated.
6. 5. 2. 4. 4 If any other type of consequence has been
chosen then the following steps should be
performed
.
6. 5. 2. 4. 4.1 Select the method of identifying
alternative consequences within
the chosen consequence category
(6 , 5. 2. 3.1)
.
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6. 5. 2. 4. 4. 2 Develop an exhaustive ligt
of alternative consequences
within the chosen consequence
category.
6. 5. 2. 4. A. 3 Choose the most appropriate
consequence using the following
criteria.
- Effectiveness in maintaining
the activity (desireability to
the person involved)
- Cost.
- Consequences on the environment
(disruption or unsettling
effects on yourself and
others
.
- Any other appropriate criteria
6. 5. 2. 4. 5 Determine if there are activities to acquire/
develop and administer the chosen consequence.
If there are none develop them and add them
to the chronological list of activities.
6. 5. 2. 5 Repeat the above steps for each activity.
6.5.3 Examine the whole list of activities to make sure that there is
a logical flow from one activity to another.
6.5.4 Examine the first and last activities on the chronological list
to determine whether or not they are in.- fact the first and j-^st
(anchoring) activities.
»
t 7 -
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6.5.5 Look at each activity against its parts purpose and determine
if any other activities could/should be added in order to
maximize the accomplishment of the part’s purpose.
6.5.6 Review the internal consistency of the activities for
part
.
6. 5. 6.1 Ey inspection.
6. 5. 6. 2 By testing.
6.5.7 Review the external consistency of the activities.
6. 5.
7.1
By inspection.
6. 5.
7.1
By testing.
6.5.8 Make any needed changes in the list of activities based
on the review.
6.6 Develop the activities which are necessary for the solution to
accomplish its purpose.
6.6.1 Repeat the above steps for each part. (Recycle to 6.3.)
6.6.2 Integrate the activities of each part into a single list
of activities.
6.7 Allocate resources to the activities and confirm the allocation.
Make any needed changes in the allocation.
6.8 Plan for decision making.
6.8.1 Identify the decision makers.
6.8.2 Identify the decisions that are to be made by the
decision
makers.
6.8.3 Determine when the decisions are going to be
made.
6.8.4 Identify/develop the activities which when
observed will provide
the data needed to make the necessary decisions.
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6.8.5 Develop plans for observing the activities.
6.8.6 Develop plans for reporting the data gathered through
observation.
^
6.8.7 Design the process to be used In decision making.
6.8.711 If the decision maker already has an acceptable
process which he/she is presently using, then
use that process.
6. 8. 7. 2 Use decision making methodology long or short forms.
6. 8. 7. 3 Use meta-methodology to develop an appropriate decision
making process.
6.8.8 Review the decision making process.
6. 8. 8.1 Can the process eliminate any negative effects of the
activities it deals with?
6. 8 . 8 . 2 Can the process move the activities it deals with
closer the ideal activity for accomplishing the
purpose.
6.8.9 Integrate the plans for observation, plans for reporting,
and the decision making process into a single cohesive
plan for decision making.
6.8.10 Test the plan for decision making by constructing data which
indicate satisfactory, unsatisfactory, and grossly deficient
performance of an activity and then apply the decision making
process to make decisions given the data.
6.8.11 Integrate the tested plan for decision making into the list of
activities (6.6) tor accomplishing the purpose..
6.9 Evaluate.
7.0
Implement the solution.
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7.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
7.2 Carry out the activities in the order specified and within the
resources allocated to each activity. Use the plan for decision
making to make any decisions necessary with respect to the imple-
mentation of the solution.
7.3 Evaluate.
8.0
Evaluate.
8.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
\
8.2 Return to step 4.5.1 where the criteria for an acceptable
solution were generated and make a list of these criteria.
8.3 Compile all data provided at the decision making points.
8.4 Review each component in light of the data provided re-
determine the extent to which each component has been met.
8.5 Determine how many of the components have been satisfactorily
met (completeness)
.
8.6 Determine if the highest priority components have been satisfactorily
met (focus)
.
8.7 Determine the number of the planned activities that were actuaxly
implemented (efficiency).
8.8 If the degree of efficiency focus or completeness is
unsatisfactory
determine the cause.
3.8.1 The solution was poorly implemented.
8.3.2 The solution (activities and or plan fer decision making)
vas poorly developed.
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8.8.3 Hie major parts o£ the actual solution were poorly designed.
8.8.4 The ideal solution was incorrectly conceptualized.
8.8.5 The purpose was pporly stated.
8.8.6 The needs analysis was inadequate.
8.8.7 The preparation for the utilization of the methodology was
inadequate in:
8. 8. 7.1 Planning the application of the methodology.
8. 8. 7. 2 Negotiating the contract.
8. 8. 7. 3 Preparing the methodologist.
8. 8. 7. 4 Disseminating the raethdology.
8. 8. 7. 5 Developing a current version of the methodlogy.
8. 8. 7. 6 Identifying the readers frame of reference.
8.9 Present the results of 8.5 - 8.8 to the temporary decision maker
to determine if a reapplication of the methodology is desired or
called for.
8.10 If warranted reapply the methodology making the changes indicated
in 8.8.
8.11
Evaluate.
-APPENDIX FOUR
DISSEMINATION METHODOLOGY
Dissemination .Methodology
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irpose: To neot needs through the dissemination of products
Case I: The dissemination is working for a product devel-
oper (a special case--the disseminator is the oro-
duct developer)
Cese II; The disseminator is working as an independent
change agent (i.e., hi3 remuneration would cone
from something like a university salary; dissemin-
ation is not his only major concern; rather, one
of a number of interests)
Case III: The disseminator is 7/orking for a funded agency v/hos
function is to disseminate products
(For example, the Far v.'est Laboratory for Education-
al Research cc Development)
Case IV: The disseminator is working for a consumer or
group of consumers,, (e.g., a s chool system)
CASE I
, Find a product developer who will employ the methodologist in
the dissemination cf his product
A. Determine the resources time, money, etc.) available
for this step
B* Determine the kinds of products the methodologist wants to
disseminate. ( It is important to explair that the methodology
is not meant, as are many “Madison Everu e n type methods to
"create" desire and then .Tf* * > i -» +-it w j? +•h p. c duct 3 that pecpie
could v/ell do without. It is important that the disseminator
believes his nr oduct to be worth disseminating.)
C* Find a product developer who has such a product
(It is important to note here that, while a "product* will
often bo hardware, which is sold for money, it does r.cc nave
to be; it could be something like a research report, with
the "product developer" being the person wr.o has conducted
the research; it could simply be any new idea.)
1* Read literature dealing with this anu related products
„ Talk to people who work with this or related products or
have ’mowledge of them
2
D. Explain the purpose and merits of the uethodolocv toproduct developer J
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the
(It will be necessary to do
ii‘ the product developer is
of methodology.
)
a "selling" Job, particularly
not familiar with the notion*
1. Be as thoroughly familiar with the methodology aspossible
2» Establish a professional level (as opposed to personallevel) or rapport with the product developer
a. Observe common rules of courtesy carefully (punc-
tuality, politeness, etc.)
b. Remain as honest and objective as possible at all
times
c* Be as knowledgeable as possible about the product
developer’ s product
d* Make your interest in his/her product known
e. Explain fully the methodology; including the pur-
pose and steps, and what the payoff would be for
the product developer and the disseminator
E. If the product developer accepts the methodology end will
employ the methodologist, go to Step II. If not, return to
Step X.C. (to find another product developer.)
I. Negotiate a contract with the product developer
(The disseminator should explain in writing ju3t exactly what
kinds of services he will be providing, and the product develop-
er should accept it, also in writing; this prevents future
possible misunderstanding.)
Pr, If not done In Step I.D., explain each major step in the
methodology to the product developer. If this causes the
product developer to reject the methodology, return to Step
I.C.
B. Identify the produ
(In many instances
defined right from
duct developer may
idea of individual
case, " individual!
alized, i.e., what
observable behavio
ins t ru c t i o n . TJn 1 e
specified, itwill
ha s been sue c e s s f
u
will not know exac
atlonalizstion of
step.
)
ct to be disseminated
,
the product will be very specifically
the beginning. In other cases, the pro-
be interested in seeing that, say, the
ized instruction be disseminated. In this
zed instruction" will have to be operation-
exsctly will the school be doing- -in
rs- -when it is making use of Individualized
ss the exact nature of the product is
be impossible to observe whether or not it
liy disseminated; In fact, the disseminator
tly what he should be disseminating. "Cper
Fuzzy Concepts" C3n be a useful tool in thi
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C. Identify what, will satisfy the product developer's defini-
of "adoption"
(Products, particularly complex products, are either not
adopted completely or are adopted with some changes. It will
be necessary to see what the product developer will settle
for in terms of "adoption".)
1. Break the product down Into component parts
2 . Determine which of these parts must be used, and with-
out any adaptation, in order that the product developer
be satisfied.
As a test of completeness (if necessary):
3 . Determine all ways In which the product can be partial-
ly adopted
4 , Determine which, if any, of these are acceptable to the
product developer
D. Identify, If possible, the resources available for the dis-
semination effort (Resources can include a great variety of
things - e.g., money, time, physical facilities, hardware,
assist personel, etc . --enything the product developer is
willing to supply that will be of some assistance in the
dissemination effort.)
1. If the product developer is unwilling to commit re-
sources without seeing more specifically what the
resources will buy, develop, as far as poss_cle,
specific strategies possible within the methodology tha
use different auantities of resources. (The product de-
veloper may be unwilling to commit any specific quantity
of resources until he sees several specific, alternate
tactics that can be used and that require different levels
of resources. Since it is the product developer's
money
^
that is being spent, he does have a right to cnoose among
alternatives a s he wishes--al though the disseminator
should keep all of the alternatives in harmony with
the
methodology
This step is particularly necessary if the product
developer does not know too much about
ion.
it is *e 1 so a problem now because the methodology -S
a stage where'' much more operationaii.ation
is necessary.
As the methodology becomes more operational,
th*- s.ep
should become less necessary).
n P 'east the general aspects of a .str^t-
eh Sa? coud be used.hnd follow tha methodology,
on a low budget (say, 35000 or less;
Determine at least the general aspects of
a^rat-
egy that could oe used, and . 0 .
- *
~
,1 tdO 000)
gy, cn an intermediate budget
(say #5000 - #-0,^dj
a.
b
c* Determine at least the general aspects of a strat-
egy that could be used, and follows the method-
ology* on a high budget (say, over $50,000)
2» Present the options to the product developer and ask
him to commit himself, to one of the options.
E # Prepare the contract and secure the product developer'
3
final approval (one clause in the contract should permit
the product developer to discontinue use of the methodology
any time he chooses to do so. His/her cooperation is needed
at a number of points for a successful application of the
methodology; it is senseless to proceed without it.)
Elan the implementation of the remaining steps in the methodology.
(In order to insure a systematic application of the methodology, the
disseminator must, at this point, plan how the resources will be
spent in accordance with the contract. It is determined here just
how much of the total resources will be allocated to each step; in
addition, approximate time schedules for the completion of each
step should be drawn up.)
Have the product developer design--or adapt, if the product is al-
ready designed--the product to be as amenable to dissemination as
possible, without changing the character of the product.
(Obviously, some products can be changed more than others without
compromising their integrity; it is important that they be adaptea,
if possible, as indicated below; it is equally important that their
besic character not be altered)
A* Determine the resources available for this step.
B. Make an initial judgement as to what general populations will
benefit from the adootion of the product and have the resources
necessary to adopt it. (This will be, when properly expanded,
a short version of Step IV .
)
It is important to note here that it is most basic that the dit
semination of product be done to meet needs , ana not s imp to
disseminate the oroduct, at least so far as the methodolo^- -
concerned. It does not allow for "over-selling" the pro due..,
whatever motivation for that sort of thing might oa.;
C. Make the product as compatible with the potential
adopter s
values, culture, and/or traditions as possible .
(This will reduce the trauma sometimes associated with aaop
t-
Ing n new product, and generally make the transition iron
ox a
new ea sier .
)
1. Determine whether or not the product is by nature
adaptable
to a variety of values, cultures, traditions, ana/c r,
p^c-
tlces. If so, go to Step II. If not, go to D.
2
,
Determine the values,
potential adopters as
the product.
culture, and/or 'traditions of the
they would affect or be affected oy
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a.- Read available literature on values, culture, and/or
traditions that are of concern.
b. . Discuss v/c/t/ of concern with at least a few (say, 3)
Leading experts whose field(s) night be affected by the
product.
c. . Sample opinions (Interview, questionnaire etc.) about
relevant v/c/t from members of the target population
themselves
.
d. . If* resources are quite large, other relevant research
can be conducted (e.g., to determine whether a par-
ticular value/set of values is/are held by most of the
target population.
3. /dapt the product to the values, culture, and/or tra-
ditions of the potential adopters as much as possible.
Keep the cost of the product as low as possible
(For obvious reasons)
1. If product costs nothing or almost nothing (e.g., a re-
search report advocating some variety of behavior change;,
move to Step III,E.
2. Break the product down into component parts II possible
3 .
4 .
5 .
Determine which of the components are essential to the
product if it is to accomplish the purpose for which It
was designed.
Eliminate those components found to be non-essential in
Step 5. '
.
Continue to break down the components until
tiveLv easy to determine the lowest possible
each- The total will then be the lowest po
for the product.
it is rela-
ccst for
ssible cost
6. Document cost information for use Jn Step VI.
Reduce the complexity of the product es much as possible.
1 . Steps III.3. 2. through III.D.4. will have yielded com-
ponents of the product. If the components ere broken down
as far* as possible, go to Step III.
2 .
3 .
4 ,
Break down the components into their most basic
ponents
.
If necessary, provide explanation of the final
components of the product.
Document complexity Information for use in Step
sub -com
list of
VI
- 6-
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Make the product "divisible", so that it can be tried initial-
ly on a snail scale.
(The idea being that a potential adopter doe3 not have to risk
a large change that may or nay not work out for him; he can
try it on a small scale first. Any such breakdown v/ill ob-
viously have to be done in consultation with the product
developer
.
)
1. Determine whether the product is divisible or can be made
divisible without sacrificing its ability to accomplish
its purpose. If it is not, or cannot be made divisible,
go to Step III.G.
2.. Determine how the product can be tried on a limited basis.
a. Determine whether only part of the product need be
tried in order to try the concept behind the product.
b. Determine whether only a part of the adopting population
(given that it is made up of more than one person) needs
to try the product to give it a fair trial
c. Document all possible ways the product can be made divis-
ible for use in Step VI.
Make the product observable, if possible, so that a potential
adopter can see it in operation before he makes his decision.
1. Determine whether any institutions already use the p.
-
duct
2. Determine whether the product developer or the
disseminat-
or can demonstrate the product.
3. Determine the existence of concrete evidence
of the product in observation (e.g., written
tests of its effectiveness, testimonials from
product, etc. This can be a good substitute
duct is not directly observable, and often a
plement even if it is.)
of the success
results of
users of the
if the pro-
valuavie sup-
4.. Document observability for use in Step VI.
T •** nos'-ib1 e, try to design/adapt the product to make
its
nos-
nn^fivee feed's as visible as possible and/or suggest Iposit e ciit/C-j v a. ^ ^ - -
_
.
lv vpness ol
sible measurement techniques to cetera-,
the product
Determine problem that could be encountered
by those adopting
the product and plan ways tc counterac.
then.
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A-
3.
4 .
If the product Is already In use somewhere, determine the
difficulties encountered by those who are using it.
If no population Is using the product, examine problems
encountered by those who have encountered similar pro-
ducts .
Talk with at 1 east a few experts In the area which the
product is designed to have on effect.
Sample opinions from the target population as to what
problems they feel they would encounter in using the
product
.
If necessary, revise the product based on the infor-
mation received from Steps 1-4.
a. If necessary and possible, change some of the exist-
ing features of the product
b® If necessary and possible, devise support services
that can be added to the product.
(The adopter may encounter some difficulty in using
the product, even though his enthusiasm for it is
genuine. Since the goal is to meet the need, and the
product can meet the need only if it is properly
used, the product developer should make available,
.
within existing resources, support services that will
help the adopter make best use of the product and pre-
vent discouragement, especially during the early stage
of use
.
)
etermine those groups to be designated as “potential
adopters."
.
Determine the resources available for this step.
Ask the oroduct developer whose needs for the
product--ac-
cordin^ to which person or group- -he is interested in.
(This may be a bit confusing a3 it is stated here.
For ex“
ancle he nay be interested in schools
5 need for n^s procu^
accordin'* tc/hin, in which he simply decides whether
tne
trhools need it or not. He may decide on the
schools' needs
for his product according to some other expert, ^"the^roert
he’ is relying on that expert to determine
whether tn exper
thinks that schools need his
n ..^school personnel,
schools’ need for tne product accordi g to
scn oi p
in which case scnooi personnel are surveyed.
Or, h® may ae
hot he s imply does not know all the populations ^
.o -an
cide
,
r
h..t i
tQ l3ave thot kind of population
analysis to^he’dlsseminator or some members
of a dissemma-
tlon team)
, Tf the Droduct developer chooses to
decide the popula-
X
* Mon 2nd define the need himself, go to Step
Vl.d.o.
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2. If the product developer names some other party to
decide the population and/or the need, ask the designated
parson to specify the population and the need, and go to
Step VI. B. 3.
3. If the product developer wishes to leave determination
of potential populations and need to the dissenina torC s ) ,
go to the beginning of Step VI.
Identify general populations that will benefit from the adoption
of the product (potential adopters)
A. Determine the resources available for this step
B. Identify general populations that have a need for the product.
1.
Determine all populations that could possibly have a need
for the product.
a. Read the relevant literature
b. Talk with people whose work is in related areas
c. Brainstorm all possible general populations
2. Determine if the general populations identified in Step
IV. B.L. actually need the product.
a. Read relevant literature on these populations
b. Talk with experts on these populations
c. Sample opinions from the populations themselves
d. Conduct relevant research on these populations
3. Compile a list of populations that are identified
as need-
ing the product
C. Among these populations, if the population
la Ut?®
hirt^pri-
5
”
those sub-populations for whom the produr t fills a
gh
fills a hi^h-D r iorlty need. ,
(The rationale beinr that people will expend resources
first
ni thlniffw need-most; also, with this step included, tne
SethodolChist is committed to filling greater rather
than
lesser needs. /Iso, if the number of populations
iis-d ^
?l f » "
t* o
1
1 1 tvelv small, V.C. constitutes a waste
ol
resources
,
o? at' least very often
rfni-pr’nin 1ri fT whether the need is high-prlo. ±tf
tn„.
,
, s
spent*disseminating the product to all
identiiled populations.)
1 Implement the needs analysis methodology,
us..ng a-
a sample of the target sub-population
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If it does, go to Step IV. D.; if not, select another
sub-population and implement needs analysis again.
„ Of these, determine those populations for whom the product
would have a high relative advantage over what is currently
being used, if anything.
. Of these, Identify, as far as possible, those sub-populations
on whom the product would have seriously detrimental side
effects, and leave them out of the dissemination effort.
(Often products disseminated heedlessly result is far more
harm than good being done for the target population.)
1. If the resources are relatively small, make judgement
from existing relevant knowledge.
&• Brainstorm possible side effects
b. Talk to people knowledgeable about those sub-popu-
lations
c* Real relavant literature on those subpopulations
d. Sample opinions from the sub-population
2. If resources are relatively large, conduct a field test
of the product on a sample of the target sub-population
The above stens will result in a set of potential adopters
who will be the target Dooulation; if it is different from
the group identified in* Step III. B. , consider whether or
not you need to recycle from Step III.C. on.
dentify, among the designated potential adopters, those sub-
roups most likely to react favorably to the product and
locus
ommunicat ion upon them.
Determine the resources available for this step.
Identify, within the population, the target audiences
(on
whom the oroduct is designed to have an ec-t ) ,
decision audiences (who decide on adoption/rejection;, and
'fhe cdoot ion suc”“noes (who actually use the innovation,,th s p x. ^ .r vH-n b« decision audiences
The concern in steps o, ^ , ^ ^
(These concepts may oe a oit coni using.U ^;muoxub . Often,
ail^tiiree
the following should illustrate
how^they
S
can°b ^different'.* " Supe^ndenta may.decide to
adept's new PSSC Physics course, teacners use
die new
materials, which are designed
:
,
ucdtuoj. aj ^ w ~
io have an effect cn students
AC- J
(Terms from Rogers and Svenning, x'do < ) •
Determine those In the decision audiences
who are the early
adop ter 3
.
1 Identify products used by the
target population similar
to the product to be disseminated
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2. Determine those in target population who have a record
of early adoption of those products
a. Examine available records of adoption of those
products
b* ‘Talk with those who use those products
c. Talk with those connected with the adoption of those
pro ducts
dd. Talk with the developers of those products
3. Compile a list of those identified as "’early adopters".
), If resources are relatively large, and if there are a rela-
tively large number of early adopters, determine the opinion
leaders among the early adopters. If not, go to Step V.D.
1. Use other sociometric devices to identify opinion lead-
ers (e.g., questionnaires that ask, "name the three col-
leagues from whom you would be most apt to seek advice
with regard to (whatever the nature of the product is)"
2. If the disseminator has insufficient expertise in inter-
preting sociometric devices (if sophisticated socio-
metric devices are in fact used) , employ an appropriate
consultant
£.
3.
Compile a final list of those members of the target popu-
lation to be the first at whom dissemination efforts will
be directed
Develop a professional level (as opposed to . friendship level)
of rapport with the potential adopter identified in Step
V.B.4. or Step V.C.3.
(It is important to establish free, two-way discussion ol
the product; it is equally important not to come on like an
insurance salesman.)
1 .
2 .
3.
4.
5 .
Observe common rules of courtesy carefully
(punctuality, politeness, etc.)
Remain honest and as objective as possible at all times
Be aware
ties, or
of the potential adopter* s professional
the activities of his/her institution
activi-
steke your interest (if genuine) in
those of his/her institution known
his/her activities
to the potential
or
adopter
Explain c
is to . dis
she does
teres ted
rly to the potential adopter that
your
i irate the product only to meet needs.
, see that 'it meets a need, you are
not
disseminating the product to him/her
intent.
If he/
in-
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6, Explain fully your role in disseminating the product
/. Be able to explain readily any aspect of the product
Explain the product, fully, and describe how it will meet thepocential adopter's needs.
important not to 'oversell” here--the disseminator
wq ^- j-“ vsrsed on the product '
3
qualities and the po-tential adopter's needs, and he must remain objective.)*
2. • If appropriate ,and especially if there is a presenta-
^2on being nade to a group, a multimedia presentation
is likely to be more effective.
(Not as t rivial as it may seem)
2 . Explain your perception of the potential adopter '
3
needs (or the needs of his/her system). If the poten-
tial adopter's diagnosis, and if the potential adopter
and the disseminator cannot reach an agreement on needs,
go to another potential adopter. Otherwise, proceed
to Step 2.
3 . Explain your perception of what the total impact of the
product will be on the potential adopter's system
a* Explain how you think it will meet need(s)
b. Explain what negative effects may result
4 . Explain the characteristics of the product that were
determined/developed in Step IV.
(It is important to emphasize that these characteristics
be accurately portrayed; do not exaggerate or overempha-
a. Explain the cost of the product
b. Explain how the product can be observed in use (if
it can)
c* Explain how the product can be tried on a limited
basis (if it can)
d» Explain its compatibility with the cultures, values,
and trsditions of the potential .adopter (if it is,
in fact, compatible)
e. Explain the support services available for U3e if
the product i3 adopted
5.
If the potential adopter's reaction is favorable, and
if the decision population is different from the adopt-
ing and/or target population, suggest that the other
(two) popula t ionf s ) be given at least some role in the
final decision.
a* Explain the advantage: that the adoption is most
likely to be permanent if all those concerned with
the adoption feel a 3 though they have some part in
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the final decision,
b* Offer to make presentations (preferably separate, so
that they can be tailored to the audience (s) and to
the other populat ion( s )
.
c. If the person(s) who will make the final decision re-
fuse the offer, go to Step VII. If they accept, pro-
ceed to the next step (VI. F. 6.)
5. Determine the level of sophistication of the various
audiences to whom you will be making presentations (i.e.,
how much do they know about this and/or related products?)
7 • If possible, determine the level of apprehension the audi-
ence(s) has (have) with regard to this and/or similar pro-
ducts .
3. Tailor the presentation to the sophistication/knowledge/
apprehension level of the audience and make the presenta-
tion( s
)
(For example, students might be more fearful of a pro-
gramed learning text than would teachers or administrators;
the approach with students would be geared more to the emo-
tional end of the spectrum (try to generate interest and
alloy fears). Teachers and administrators would probably be
less fearful and more apt to be convinced by hard facts
than by general agruments.
It shoud be noted that the core of the presentation should
be an explanation of how the product meets an identified,
recognized need. )
:if the potential adopter(s) decide(s) to adopt, make the products
available to him/her as soon as possible, including all available
support services if they are desired.
Ilf resources for this step remain, implement the ”2-step model”,
i.e., help the opinion leaders disseminate the product to others
;.in the population.
A, Determine whether the opinion leader wants to help in the ais
semination effort.
B.
;C.
D.
Determine whether the opinion leader is to be trusted with
the resources available for this step-. If not, go to S^ep '/
±
Determine how much and what kinds of resources the opinion
leader needs.
Make the resources available to the opinion leader.
(Xt is important- -if the opinion leader is granted trust--
that he be given a free hand, within resource limitations.
Opinion leaders, by definition, exert a natural influence
over the rest of the population. The natural process
should not be interfered with any more than absolutely
necessary
.
)
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Evaluate the results of the adoption/rejection; the Fortune-
Hutchinson evaluation methodology can be used
4
A. The product developer is the decision-maker.
B. If adopted, evaluate its acceptance, use, and
impact, includ-
lng the future dissemination of the product.)
I # if it meets the adopter's need, proceed with other
poten-
tial adopters in the seme manner--!, e . , return to Step IV
2. If it does not meet the need, or for some other
reason
causes trouble for the adopter, return to Step Ixl.
C If rejected, evaluate reason(s) for rejection ana return to
Step ’i&tbr 0V, as the product developer decides (i.e.,
ne
may choose either to redesign his product or to aim
the ex-
isting product at a different target population).
proceed through Step XV - 'SS until the product is
completely
disseminated, or until resources run out.
Evaluate the success of the methodology and
revise where appro-
’priste.
Determine the extent to which the product was
successfully
fsevera^ criteria can be used, depending partially
on the
nature of the dissemination effort.
Cost-benefit criteria
a
.
b.
Determine resources spent in disseminating
the pi
o
duct
Determine the number of people or groups
who have
adopted the product
c. Compare a. and b.
Extent to which the product is disseminated
a. Determine the number of possible
adopters contacted
Determine the number of people/groups
adopting
b.
c
.
Compare a. and b - „ rature of innovation(This can be a problem. -he first
,
then
adoption is sucn tut i. - lowin'- down again
raoidly accelerating, and *^“L£0^la#rrtli
Diffusion of any innovation can
Wconsi
tine, making evaluation of the
elioru
Extent to which needs are met.
w”*
V
APPENDIX FIVE
NEEDS SENTENCES GENERATED DURING
THE FIELD TEST
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1. Other program directors' needs for changes in attitude
rrom deficit trainers to assest seekers according toScottie Torres.
2. Other program directors' needs for changes in attitudefrom deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
Bob Jackson.
3. Other program directors' needs for changes in attitude
from deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
Kathy McArdle.
A. Other program directors' needs for changes in attitude
from deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
Frank Schorn.
5. Other program directors' needs for changes in attitude
from deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
Jane Miller.
6. Other program directors' needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Scottie Torres.
7. Other program directors' needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Bob Jackson.
8. Other program directors' needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Kathy McArdle.
9. Other program directors' needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Frank Schorn.
10. Other program directors' needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Jane Miller.
11. Other program directors' needs for supportive services
from interns according to Scottie Torres.
12. Other program directors' needs for supportive services
from interns according to Boo Jackson.
13. Other program directors' needs for supportive service^
from interns according to Kathy McArdle.
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14. Other program directors’ needs for supportive servicesfrom interns according to Frank Schorn.
15. Other program directors’ needs for supportive servicesfrom interns according to Jane Miller.
16. Other program directors’ needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Scottie Torres.
17. Other program directors' needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Bob Jackson.
18. Other program directors’ needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Kathy McArdle.
19. Other program directors* needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Frank Schorn.
20. Other program directors' needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Jane Miller.
21. Other program directors’ needs for evaluation according
to Scottie Torres.
22. Other program directors’ needs for evaluation according
to Bob Jackson.
23. Other program directors' needs for evaluation according
to Kathy McArdle.
24. Other program directors’ needs for evaluation according
to Frank Schorn.
25. Other program directors’ needs for evaluation according
to Jane Miller.
26. Students' in elementary education needs for changes in
attitude from deficit trainers to assest seekers accord-
ing to Scottie Torres.
27.
Students' in elementary education needs for changes xn
attitude from deficit trainers to assest seekers accord-
ing to Bob Jackson.
28. Students’ in elementary education needs for changes in
attitude from deficit trainers to assest seekers accord-
ing to Kathy McArdle.
29. Students’ in elementary education needs for changes in
attitude from deficit trainers to assest seekers accord-
ing to Frank Schorn.
538
30 .
31 .
32 .
33 .
34 .
35 .
36 .
37 .
38 .
39 .
40 .
41 .
42 .
43 .
44 .
Students' in elementary education needs for changes in
attitude from deficit trainers to assest seekers accord-ing to Jane Miller.
Students' in elementary education needs for understand-
ing the scope and depth of the undergraduate program in
special education according to Scottie Torres.
Students in elementary education needs for understand-
ing the scope and depth of the undergraduate program in
special education according to Bob Jackson.
Students' in elementary education needs for understand-
ing the scope and depth of the undergraduate program in
special education according to Kathy McArdle.
Students' in elementary education needs for understand-
ing the scope and depth of the undergraduate program in
special education according to Frank Schorn.
Students' in elementary education needs for understand-
ing the scope and depth of the undergraduate program in
special education according to Jane Miller.
Students' in elementary education needs for supportive
services from interns according to Scottie Torres.
Students' in elementary education needs for supportive
services from interns according to Bob Jackson.
Students' in elementary education needs for supportive
services from interns according to Kathy McArdle.
Students' in elementary education needs for supportive
services from interns according to Frank Schorn.
Students' in elementary education needs for supportive
services from interns according to Jane Miller.
Students' in elementary education needs for establishing
funding contacts according to Scottie Torres.
Students' in elementary education needs for establishing
funding contacts according to Bob Jackson.
Students' in elementary education needs for establishing
funding contacts according to Kathy McArdle.
Students' in elementary education needs for establisning
funding contacts according to Frank Schorn.
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45. Students ’ in
funding cont,
46. S t ud e n t s ’ in
according to
47 . Students
’
in
according t o
•
00
<r Students * in
according t o
49 . Students
'
in
according to
50. Students’ in
according t o
51 . Teachers in
from deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
Scottie Torres.
52. Teachers in the field needs for changes in attitude
from deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
bob Jackson.
53. Teachers ’ in the field needs for changes in attitude
from deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
Kathy Me Ar d 1 e
.
54. Teachers’ in the field needs for changes in attitude
from deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
Frank Schorn.
55. Teachers' in the field needs for changes in attitude
from deficit trainers to assest seekers according to
Jane Miller
,
56. Teachers’ in the field needs for understanding the scope
and depth of the undergraduate program in special educa-
tion according to Scottie Torres.
57. Teachers’ in the field needs for understanding the scope
and depth of the undergraduate program in special educa-
tion according to Bob Jackson.
58. Teachers’ in the field needs for understanding the scope
and depth of the undergraduate program in special educa-
tion according to Kathy McArdle.
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59 . Teachers’ in the field needs for understanding the scope
and depth of the undergraduate program in special educa-
tion according to Frank Schorn.
60 . Teachers' in the field needs for understanding the scope
and depth of the undergraduate program in special educa-
tion according to Jane Miller.
61* Teachers in the field needs for supportive services
from interns according to Scottie Torres.
62 . Teachers' in the field needs for supportive services
from interns according to Bob Jackson.
63 . Teachers' in the field needs for supportive services
from interns according to Kathy McArdle.
64
. Teachers' in the field needs for supportive services
from interns according to Frank Schorn.
65 . Teachers' in the field needs for supportive services
from interns according to Jane Miller.
66. Teachers' in the field needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Scottie Torres.
67 . Teachers’ in the field needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Bob Jackson.
68. Teachers' in the field needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Kathy McArdle.
69 . Teachers' in the field needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Frank Schorn.
70 . Teachers' in the field needs for establishing funding
contacts according to Jane Miller.
71 . Teachers' in the field needs for evaluation according
to Scottie Torres.
72
.
Teachers' in the field needs for evaluation according
to Bob Jackson.
73 . Teachers' in the field needs for evaluation according
to Kathy McArdle.
74 . Teachers' in the field needs for evaluation according
to Frank Schorn.
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75 .
76 .
77 .
78
.
79 .
80 .
81 .
82 .
83 .
84 .
85 .
8 6 .
87 .
88 .
“ eld " eedS f ° r ««rdln.
Special education students' needs for changes in atti-tude from deficit trainers to assest seekers accordingto ScOttlP Tnrrsa °
Special education students’ needs for changes in atti-tude from deficit trainers to assest seekers according
to Bob Jackson.
Special education students' needs for changes in atti-tude from deficit trainers to assest seekers according
to Kathy McArdle.
Special education students’ needs for changes in atti-
tude from deficit trainers to assest seekers according
to Frank Schorn.
Special education students’ needs for changes in atti-
tude from deficit trainers to assest seekers according
to Jane Miller.
Special education students’ needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Scottie Torres.
Special education students’ needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Bob Jackson.
Special education students’ needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Kathy McArdle.
Special education students’ needs for understanding the
scope and depth of the undergraduate program in special
education according to Frank Schorn.
Special education students’ needs for understanding the
scope and depth ot the undergraduate program in special
education according to Jane Miller.
Special education students’ needs for supportive services
from interns according to Scottie Torres.
Special education students' needs for supportive services
from interns according to Bob Jackson.
Special education students’ needs for supportive services
from interns according to Kathy McArdle.
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89 .
90 .
91 .
92 .
93 .
94 .
95 .
96 .
97 .
98 .
99 .
100 .
101 .
102 .
103 .
104 .
105 .
Special education students’ needs for supportive servicestrom interns according to Frank Schorn.
Special education students’ needs for supportive servicesrrom interns according to Jane Miller.
Special education students’ needs for establishing fund-ing contacts according to Scottie Torres.
Special education students’ needs for establishing fund-ing contacts according to Bob Jackson.
Special education students’ needs for establishing fund-ing contacts according to Kathy McArdle.
Special education students' needs for establishing fund-
ing contacts according to Frank Schorn.
Special education students’ needs for establishing fund-
ing contacts according to Jane Miller.
Special education students’ needs for evaluation accord-
ing to Scottie Torres.
Special education students’ needs for evaluation accord-
ing to Bob Jackson.
Special education students’ needs for evaluation accord-
ing to Kathy McArdle.
Special education students’ needs for evaluation accord-
ing to Frank Schorn.
Special education students' needs for evaluation accord-
ing to Jane Miller.
Kathy McArdle’ s need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Scottie Torres.
Kathy McArdle' s need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer t:o assest seeker according to Bob Jackson.
Kathy McArdle’s need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Kathy McArdle.
Kathy McArdle’s need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Frank Schorn.
Kathy Mc.Ardle's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Jane Miller.
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106 .
107 .
108 .
109 .
110 .
111 .
112
.
113 .
114 .
115 .
116 .
117 .
118 .
119 .
120 .
Kathy McArdle's need
of the undergraduate
ing to Scottie Torres
for understanding the scope and depth
program in special education accord-
Kathy McArdle's need
of the undergraduate
ing to Bob Jackson.
for understanding the scope and depth
program in special education accord-
Kathy McArdle's need for understanding the scope and depth
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-ing to Kathy McArdle.
Kathy McArdle's need for understanding the scope and depth
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-
ing to Frank Schorn.
Kathy McArdle's need for understanding the scope and depth
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-
ing to Jane Miller.
Kathy McArdle's need for supportive services from interns
according to Scottie Torres.
Kathy McArdle's need for supportive services from interns
according to Bob Jackson.
Kathy McArdle's need for supportive services from interns
according to Kathy McArdle.
Kathy McArdle's need for supportive services from interns
according to Frank Schorn.
Kathy McArdle's need for supportive services from interns
according to Jane Miller.
Kathy McArdle's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Scottie Torres.
Kathy McArdle's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Bob Jackson.
Kathy McArdle's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Kathy McArdle.
Kathy McArdle's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Frank Schorn.
Kathy McArdle's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Jane Miller.
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121 . Kathy McArdle's need for evaluation according to ScottieTorres
.
122 . Kathy McArdle's need for evaluation according to Bob
Jackson
.
123 . Kathy McArdle's need for evaluation according to Kathy
McArdl e
124 . Kathy McArdle's need for evaluation according to Frank
Schorn
.
125 . Kathy McArdle's need for evaluation according to Jane
Miller.
126 . Jane Miller's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Scottie Torres.
127 . Jane Miller's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Bob Jackson.
128
. Jane Miller's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Kathy McArdle.
129
. Jane Miller's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Frank Schorn.
130 . Jane Miller's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainer to assest seeker according to Jane Miller.
131 . Jane Miller's need for understanding the scope and depth
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-
ing to Scottie Torres.
132 . Jane Miller's need for understanding the scope and depth
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-
ing to Bob Jackson.
133 . Jane Miller’s need for understanding the scope and depth
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-
ing to Kathy McArdle.
134 . Jane Miller's need for understanding the scope and depth
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-
ing to Frank Schorn.
135 . Jane Miller's need for understanding the scope and depth
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-
ing to Jane Miller.
136 . Jane Miller's need for supportive services from interns
according to Scottie Torres.
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137 .
138 .
139 .
140 .
141 .
142 .
143 .
144 .
145 .
146 .
147 .
148 .
149 .
150 .
151 .
152 .
153 .
Jane Miller's need for supportive services from interns
according to Bob Jackson.
Jane Miller's need for supportive services from interns
according to Kathy McArdle.
Jane Miller's need for supportive services from interns
according to Frank Schorn.
Jane Miller's need for supportive services from interns
according to Jane Miller.
Jane Miller's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Scottie Torres.
Jane Miller's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Bob Jackson.
Jane Miller's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Kathy McArdle.
Jane Miller's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Frank Schorn.
Jane Miller's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Jane Miller.
Jane Miller's need for evaluation according to Scottie
Torres
.
Jane Miller's need for evaluation according to Bob
Jackson
.
Jane Miller's need for evaluation according to Kathy
Me Ard 1 e
Jane Miller's need for evaluation according to Frank
Schorn
.
Jane Miller's need for evaluation according to Jane
Miller .
Bob Jackson's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainers to assest seekers according to Scottie Torres.
Bob Jackson's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainers to assest seekers according to Bob JacLson.
Bob Jackson's need for changes in attitude from deficit
trainers to assest seekers according to Kathy McArdle.
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154 .
155 .
156 .
157
.
158 .
159 .
160
.
161 .
162 .
163 .
164
.
165 .
166 .
167 .
168 .
Bob Jackson’s need
trainers to assest
^-or changes in attitude from deficit
seekers according to Frank Schorn.
Bob Jackson’s need
trainers to assest
for changes in attitude from deficit
seekers according to Jane Miller.
Bob Jackson ' 3 need for understanding the depth and scopeOf the undergraduate program in special education accord-ing to Scottie Torres.
Bob Jackson’s need for understanding the depth and scope
.
the undergraduate program in special education accord-ing to Bob Jackson.
Bob Jackson's need for understanding the depth and scope
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-ing to Kathy McArdle.
Bob Jackson's need for understanding the depth and scope
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-ing to Frank Schorn.
Bob Jackson's need for understanding the depth and scope
of the undergraduate program in special education accord-
ing the Jane Miller.
Bob Jackson's need for supportive services from interns
according to Scottie Torres.
Bob Jackson's need for supportive services from interns
according to Bob Jackson.
Bob Jackson's need for supportive services from interns
according to Kathy McArdle.
Bob Jackson’s need for supportive services from interns
according to Frank Schorn.
Bob Jackson's need for supportive services from interns
according to Jane Miller.
Bob Jackson's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Scottie Torres.
Bob Jackson's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Bob Jackson.
Bob Jackson's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Kathy McArdle,
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169 .
170
.
171
.
172 .
173 .
174 .
175 .
Bob Jackson's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Frank Schorn.
Bob Jackson's need for establishing funding contacts
according to Jane Miller.
Bob Jackson’s need for evaluation according to Srottie
Torres
.
Bob Jackson’s need for evaluation according to Bob
Jackson
.
Bob Jackson's need for evaluation according to Kathy
McAr d le
Bob Jackson’s need for evaluation according to Frank
Schorn
.
Bob Jackson’s need for evaluation according to Jane
Miller.
APPENDIX SIX
VERSION IV OF DECISION MAKING METHODOLOGY
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0.0
.
Purpose : To make decisions Chat are optional with respect to the
desires of a decision maker.1.0
Prepare for the utilization of the methodology.
1.1 The reader is asked to determine his/her frame of reference
by identifying which of the following groups that he or she
belongs to.
1*1*1 ^ person who is interested in learning a methodology
but who has no substantial experience in methodologies.
In this case the reader should proceed to step 1.4. 4. 4.
6
(Preparing the methodologist.)
1.1.2 A person who is interested in having a methodology applied
for them in order to solve some problem. In this case
the reader should proceed to step 1,5. 2. 2 (Negotiate
the contract.)
1.1.3 A person who has some substantial experience in
methodologies. In this case the reader should
1.1. 3.1 State the experience that the reader has in
methodologies
1.1. 3. 2 State the purpose that the reader has in dealing
with this methodology
1.1. 3. 3 Cycle to the step(s) 'that best accomplish the
reader’s purpose,
1.2 Develop a current version of the methodology. (This step may be
performed anywhere in the utilization of a methodology. It is
included here in order to highlight the desirability of
developing a current version of a methodology prior to aiiy
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substantial effort to utilize it through teaching, application
or dissemination.)
1.2.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
1.2.2 Choose the methodology to be developed,
1.2. 2.1 Determine the resources available for
selection.
1.2. 2.
2
If the resources are large go to 1.2. 2. 3. If
the resources are small go to 1.2. 2. 4.
1.2. 2.3 Use the Coffing Client Demand Methodology to
select the methodology to be developed
,
1.2. 2.
4
Use the interests of the methodologist to
determine the methodology to be developed.
1.2.3
Identify those who have had the type of contact with
the most recent version of the methodology that trill
most likely result in the identification of gaps.
1.2. 3.1 List the ways in which one may have contact
with the methodology.
1.2. 3.
2
Choose the way that has the highest probability
of uncovering gaps.
1.2. 3.
3
Identify as many of these who have used the most
recent version of the methodology in the above
way as possible.
1.2. 3.4 Test the completeness of this list,
1.2. 3. 5 From this list choose the most appropriate past
utilizer (s)
.
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1.2. 3. 5.1 Identify the criteria on which the
selection will be made. One may
consider such criteria as the
knowledge and experience of the past
utilizer or the scope and rigor of
the utilization,
1.2. 3. 5. 2 Measure the past utilizer(s) against
each of the criteria.
1.2. 3. 5. 3 Select the past utilizer who has the
highest rating and with whom the
methodologist has not already worked.
1.2. 3. 5. 4 Make sure that the methodologist is
committed to working with the selected
utilizer
.
1.2. 3. 5. 5 Confirm the past utilizer selected
with any individual or group whom the
methodologist chooses based on
preference, law, or policy.
1.2.4 Prepare for interacting with the past utilizer.
1. 2.4.1 Develop a brief explanation of why the past
utilizer is being contacted and how he/she and the
methodologist might work together
.
1.2.4. 2 Identify and confirm a time when the
methodologist can discuss the above information
with the oast utilizer.
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1.2. 4. 3 Meet with the past utilizer to determine if
his/her cooperation can be secured. If so
proceed to the next step. If not determine the
problem and make a judgment as to whether or
not the problem can be solved practically. If
it can, do so; if not cycle back to 1.2, 3. 5.
3
and choose another past utilizer,
1.2. 4. 4 Develop a plan for interacting with the past
utilizer. This plan should be specific with
respect to the resources to be used and the
activities to which these resources are to be
allocated
,
1.2.5 Identify gaps found in the methodology by the past
utilizers
.
1,2. 5.1
1
.
2 . 5.
2
1.2. 5,3
1 . 2 . 5.
4
1 . 2
.
5.
5
Implement the plan for identifying gaps with
a particular past utilizer.
Cycle back to 1.2. 3. 5. 3 and identify the next
past utilizer with whom gaps are to be
identified and repeat the previous steps
with that past utilizer.
Repeat the above steps until the methodologist
has worked with as many of the past utilizers
as possible given the available resources.
Compile a single list of gaps.
Test the completeness of the list of gaps.
553
1.2. 5.
5,1
Gather test of completeness data
by performing any one or combination
of the following tasks,
1.2. 5. 5. 1.1 Read the most recent
version of the
methodology to identify
gaps.
1.2 .5. 5. 1.2 Have other methodologists
review the most recent
version of the methodology.
1.2. 5. 5. 1.3 Have others who are
experienced in the
problem that the methodology
is designed to solve read
the most recent version of
the methodology in order
to identify gaps,
1.2. 5. 5. 1.4 Consult others who have
had contact with earlier
versions of the methodology.
1.2. 5.5. 2 Review the test of completeness data
and make any changes in the original
list of gaps that may seem appropriate.
1.2.6 Select the gaps to be filled.
1.2. 6.1 Operationalize the purpose of the methodology.
1.2. 6. 2 Review the resources available for selecting
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gaps and the number of gaps that have been
identified. If both the resources and the
number of gaps are large go to step 1,2. 6. 4.
If the number of gaps and/or the amount of
resources are small go to 1.2. 6. 3.
1.2. 6. 3 Select the first gap that is both difficult to
fill and critical according to the
operationalized definition of the methodology's
purpose.
1.2. 6.4 Divide the gaps into categories.
1.2.
6.4,1
Review each gap and make the
following determinations:
1.2. 6. 4. 1.1 Is the gap critical?
1.2. 6. 4. 1.2 Is the gap difficult to
fill?
1
.
2
.
6 . 4.
2
Organize the gaps into the following
categories
:
1.2. 6.4. 2.1 Gaps that are both
critical and difficult to
fill,
1.2. 6. 4. 2. 2 Gaps that are critical but
not difficult to fill.
1.2. 6. 4. 2. 3 Gaps that are difficult to
fill but which are not
critical.
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1.2. 6. 4. 2.
4
Gaps that are both not
critical and not difficult
to fill.
1.2. 6. 4. 3 Prioritize the gaps within the first/
next category,
1.2. 6. 4. 4 Review this prioritization in light
of the gaps in the next category to
see if any changes should be made.
1.2. 6. 4. 5 Choose the highest priority gap.
1.2.7 Further develop the methodology by filling the most
critical unfilled gaps,
1.2.8 Evaluate the implementation of this major step.
1.2.9 Cycle back to step 1.1 and use the procedures of that
step to decide what if any additional contact the
methodologist may want to have with the methodology he/
she has just worked on.
1.3
Disseminate the methodology.
1.3.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
1.3.2 Choose the methodology to be disseminated.
1.3. 2.1 Simple method - use the interests of the
methodologist
.
1.3. 2.2 Complex method - use the Coffing client demand
methodology
,
1.3.3 Define the class of problems that the methodology is
capable of solving,
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1.3. 3.1 Develop a list of all the needs which the
methodology can/does fulfill.
1.3. 3. 2 Test this list for completeness by doing any
combination of the following.
1.3. 3. 2.1 Ask other methodologists to
identify the needs which the
methodology can/does fulfill.
1.3. 3. 2. 2 Review the methodology’s rationale
in order to identify needs that it
meets
.
1.3. 3. 2. 3 Review any logs of the application of
the methodology in order to identify
needs that it meets,
1.3.3. 2.4 Determine what needs are met by each
major process of the methodology.
1.3. 3. 2. 5 Compile a list of needs met by tools
similar to the methodology.
1.3. 3. 2. 6 Compile a list of needs met by
methodologies which are similar to
the one being disseminated.
1.3. 3. 2. 7 Combine all lists into one list of
needs
.
1.3.4 Develop a List of potential utilizers of the methodology.
1.3. 4,1 For each of the above needs determine who has
the need.
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1.3. 4.
2
Test this list for completeness by doing any
combination of the following things.
1.3. 4. 2.1 Read literature, talk to people, and
examine work being done with respect
to the methodology which is being
disseminated
.
1.3. 4. 2. 2 Analyze the implications of the
methodology’s purpose with respect to
identifying, potential utilizers.
1.3. 4. 2. 3 State the purpose that the methodologist
has in disseminating the methodology
and then analyze the implications of
that purpose so as to identify
potential utilizers,
1.3. 4. 2. 4 Repeat steps 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 in the
’’Develop a current version of the
methodology” step.
1.3. 4. 2.
5
Identify all those who have actively
sought out the methodologist with
respect to learning the methodology
or having it applied.
1.3. 4. 2.
6
Combine all the above lists into a
single list of potential utilizers of
the methodology.
1.3.5 Identify the most appropriate potential utilizer.
558
1.3. 5.1 Develop a list of concepts which are critical
to the utilization of any methodology.
1.3. 5.2 Test the completeness of the above list by doing
any combination of the following tasks.
1.3. 5. 2.1 Review the original list to see if
any of the following concepts should
by included.
- class of problems
- well defined purpose
- definition of a methodology
- decision maker validity
1.3. 5.2.2 Review successful and unsuccessful
applications of the methodology in
order to determine critical concepts.
1.3. 5. 2. 3 Review the rationale for the
development of the methodology.
1.3. 5. 2. 4 Have other methodologists repeat the
above steps.
1.3. 5. 2. 5 Combine all the above lists into a
single list of critical concepts.
1.3. 5.3 Choose the concepts to be worked with.
1.3, 5. 3.1 State the purpose that the methodologist
has in disseminating the methodology
(this may have already been done in
step 1.3. 4. 2.3).
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1.3. 5. 3. 2 Operationally define the purpose of
dissemination
.
1.3. 5. 3. 3 Choose the concept(s) that most
completely satisfy the definition of
the dissemination purpose,
1.3. 5. 4 Operationally define the chosen concepts.
1.3. 5. 5 Plan for the distribution of the concept's
definition to the potential utilizers.
1.3. 5.6 Plan how to determine the desirability of the
definition to the potential utilizers.
1.3. 5. 7 Integrate the above two plans into a single plan.
1.3. 5. 8 Implement the above plan,
1.3. 5. 9 Remove from the list of potential utilizers all
those for whom the critical concepts are
undesirable.
1.3.6 Determine the degree to which the methodology being
disseminated will solve the problems of the potential
utilizer.
1.3. 6.1 Have the potential utilizer test the purpose
of the methodology against the criteria for an
acceptable purpose as found in meta-methodology,
1.3. 6. 2 If the purpose is unacceptable either:
1,3. 6. 2.1 Stop work and refer the potential
utilizer to other solutions which
may solve the problem.
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1.3. 6. 2. 2 Develop a purpose which is acceptable
and then build a methodology that
will accomplish this purpose.
1.3. 6.2.3 Refer the potential utilizers to
another methodology.
1.3. 6. 3 Operationally define the purpose of the
methodology in terms of process and product.
1.3. 6.
4
1.3.6.
5
1.3. 6.
6
1.3. 6.
7
1.3. 6.
8
1.3. 6.
9
If at this point you choose to further develop
the methodology recycle to step 1.2 (Develop a
current version of the methodology)
.
Prioritize the components of the definition.
Determine the problems faced by the potential
utilizer which the methodology is capable of
solving.
Choose the problem which the methodology will
be applied to.
Operationally define the chosen problem.
Prioritize the operational components of the
chosen problem.
Interface the definition of the problem with
the definition of the methodology in order to
create a list of all possible tests of the
methodology relative co solving the chosen
problem. (Refer to the goals/parts interface
step in evaluation methodology.)
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1.3.6.10 Choose the test(s) to be performed.
1.3.6.11 Develop a plan for carrying out the plan.
1.3.6.12 Implement the plan.
1.3.6.13 Repeat the above three steps until either the
resources run cut or until the potential
utilizer thinks that there is enough data
present to decide whether or not the methodology
can solve the problem,
1.3.6.14 Review the results of testing by asking the
potential utilizer the following questions. "Is
there any critical part of your problem that
definitely cannot be met by the methodology?"
1.3.6.15 If the answer to the above question is yes then
either
:
1.3.6.15.1 Stop work and refer the potential
utilizer to other solutions
,
1.3.6.15.2 Carry out additional testing.
1.3.6.15.3 Refer the potential utilizer to
another methodology,
1.3.6.15.4 Build another methodology,
1.3.7 Plan for the utilization of the methodology.
1.3. 7.1 Cycle to "prepare the methodologist" if the
utilizer wants to learn the methodology.
1.3. 7. 2 Cycle to "contract negotiation" if the
utilizer wants the methodology to be applied
to solve a problem.
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1.3. 7. 3 Cycle to "develop a current version of the
methodology" if the utilizer wants to further
develop the methodology.
1.3. 7. 4 Cycle to any task of the potential utilizers
choosing.
1.3.8 Evaluate.
1.4
Prepare the methodologist.
1.4.1 Plan the application of this step.
1.4.2 Choose the methodology to be taught.
1.4.3 Develop a current version of the methodology (Refer to
step 1.2 Develop a current version of the methodology.)
1.4.4 Inform the general public as to the nature and existence
of the methodology.
1.4. 4.1 Develop a short description of the methodology.
1.4. 4. 2 Develop a plan for distribut ing this description
to as large an audience as possible. This
audience should be diversified with respect co
such factors as age, vocation, sex, and ethnic
identity, The distribution plan should contain
provisions for providing additional information
about the methodology should such information be
requested. The distribution plan should also
contain provisions by which one may inform the
methodologist of his/her interest in the
methodology
.
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1.4. A. 3 Implement the plan and monitor positive and
negative reactions to the methodology,
1.4.5 Select the group to whom the methodology will be taught.
1.4. 5.1 State the purpose that the methodologist has in
teaching this particular methodology,
1.4. 5. 2 Test this purpose against the criteria for an
acceptable purpose as documented in meta-
methodology and revise if necessary.
1.4. 5.
3
Develop a list of potential methodologists by
analyzing the implications of the teaching
purpose.
1.4. 5. 3.1
1.4. 5.3.2
1.4. 5. 3,
3
1.4. 5. 3.4
Complete the following sentence. "I
could accomplish my teaching purpose
by teaching the methodology to
Complete the following sentence. "I
could fail to accomplish my teaching
purpose if I did not teach the
methodology to
_
.
"
Complete the following sentence. "If
I were actually accomplishing my
teaching purpose I would be teaching
the methodology to
_
.
"
Combine your responses to the above
three sentences into a single list
of potential methodologists.
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1.4. 5.
4
Test the completeness of the above list by
doing any combination of the following tasks.
1.4. 5. 4.1
1.4. 5. 4.
2
1.4. 5. 4.
3
1.4. 5.4.4
Think up all the possible alternatives
to each potential methodologist.
Think up all those people who have
nothing to do with your purpose in
teaching the methodology.
Develop a list of all those who have
or who are interested in learning other
methodologies and then consider if they
might be interested in learning this
particular methodology.
Repeat appropriate parts of 1.2,2
(1. 2. 2. 2 + 1, 2.2.4) and 1.2.3.
1.4. 5. 4. 5 Repeat appropriate parts of 1.3.3 and
1.3.4.
1.4. 5. 4. 6 Add to your list any individual or
group who has actively sought out the
methodologist for the purpose of
learning the methodology.
1.4. 5. 5 Operationally define the teaching purpose,
1.4. 5. 6 Choose that group of potential methodologists
that most completely satisfies the defined
teaching purpose. At this point the
methodologist may want to refer to steps 1.3.5
and 1.3,6 in order to identify additional criteria
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and procedures which nay be used in the
selection of the learning group.
1.4. 5. 7 Each member of the chosen learning group
confirms their intention of learning the
methodology
.
1.4.6 Determine the needs of the learning group.
1.4. 6.1 The methodologist decides whether to teach
the group as a group or as individuals.
1.4. 6. 2 The methodologist identifies the group's/
individual’s area of application by obtaining
answers to the following questions.
1.4. 6. 2.1 Are you learning the methodology
so that you may solve a particular
problem? If so identify that
problem,
1.4. 6. 2.
2
Are you learning the methodology
so that you may solve an as of yet
unspecified problem? If so identify
the area in which the problem is
found
.
1.4. 6. 2.
3
Are you learning the methodology
just out of general interest? If
so develop a statement which will
accurately describe your interest
in the methodology.
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1.4. 6. 3 Determine what the group/individuals need to
1.4. 6.
4
know with respect to implementing the
methodology in their particular area of
application (Refer to the Cof f ing/Hutchinson
Needs Analysis Methodology.)
Choose the learning need(s) to be worked on
and develop the sequence in which they will
be taught
.
1.4.7 Develop a teaching purpose which is specific with
respect to the needs of this particular learning
group.
1.4. 7.1 Investigate the area of the chosen learning
need(s)
.
1.4. 7.
2
Combine the results of the above analysis
with the results of the needs analysis in
order to state a teaching purpose which is
specific with respect to this particular
learning group.
1.4, 7.
3
Test the teaching purpose. (Refer to meta-
methodology Step III.)
1.4. 7. 4 If necessary revise the purpose until it is
acceptable
.
1.4.8 Develop the teaching sequence.
1.4. 8.1 Develop a sequenced series of learning
objectives
,
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1.4. 8,
1.1
Analyze the implications of the
teaching purpose by completing
the following sentences.
1.4. 8. 1.1.1 I could accomplish
the teaching purpose
if the group learned
1.4. 8. 1.1. 2 I would fail to
accomplish the teaching
purpose if the group
did not learn
,
1.4. 8. 1.1. 3 If I were actually
accomplishing the
teaching purpose the
group would be learning
1.4. 8, 1.1.
4
Combine your answers to
each of the above
sentences into a single
list of learning
objectives.
1.4. 8. 1.2 Test the above list for completeness.
1.4. 8. 1.3 Sequence of the tested list of
learning objectives.
1.4. 8. 2 Develop a strategy to teach each one of the
sequenced learning objectives.
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1 . 4 . 8 . 2 .
1
Choose the first (next) learning
objective for which a teaching
strategy is to be developed.
1.4. 8. 2.
2
State the purpose of the chosen
learning objective.
1 . 4 . 8 . 2 .
3
Develop an exhaustive set of
alternative plans for teaching the
objective by analyzing the
implications of the objective's
purpose. In developing the list
consider such alternative teaching
strategies as simulations, lectures,
discussions, and demonstrations.
1.4. 8. 2.
4
Choose the alternative to be
implemented
,
1.4. 8. 2.
5
Plan for the implementation of the
chosen alternative. If the
alternative chosen is a simulation
develop the details of the simulation
through the use of instructional
simulation design methodology.
1.4. 8. 2. 6 If possible field test the planned
1.4. 8. 2.
7
teaching strategy.
Repeat the above process for each
objective or move on once a single
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teaching strategy has been
developed for a single objective.
1.4. 8. 3 Keep recycling through the above steps until
there is an integrated (teaching strategy and
simulation) plan for learning each objective.
1.4.9
Plan for the implementation of the teaching sequence.
1.4. 9.1 Review all activities and make any needed
changes
.
1.4. 9.
2
Plan how to make decisions with respect to
the teaching process as it is being carried
out.
1.4. 9.
3
If possible test the plan for decision making
and make any changes needed.
1.4. 9.
4
Integrate the tested plan for decision making
with the reviewed list of activities.
1.4. 9, 5 Allocate resources to the integrated list of
activities and make any changes which are
indicated as a result of this allocation.
1.4.10 Implement the teaching sequence.
1.4.11 Evaluate and redesign if necessary.
1.4.12 Integrate the newly prepared methodologist into a
larger system of methodological development.
1.4.12.1 The Teaching methodologist operationally defines
the following concept "Contributing to
methodological development.'
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1.4.12.2
Test the completeness of the above definition.
1.4.12.2.1 Consider whether or not any of the
following should be included in the
definition.
** Training other methodologists.
- Being sent further documentation
of the methodology which has
been learned
.
- Applying the methodology which
has been learned.
- Doing conclusion or decision
oriented research on the methodology.
- Developing methodologies.
- Disseminating methodologies.
1.4.12.2.2 Have other methodologists define
the concept.
1.4.12.2.3 If possible all methodologists
working in a particular area should
develop a common definition.
1.4.12.2.4 Combine all the above lists into a
single definition.
1.4.12.3 Measure the degree to which the newly trained
methodologist satisfied the above definition.
1.4.12.4 Identify that part(s) of the definition which
the newly prepared methodologist most
completely satisfies.
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1.4.12.5 The teaching methodologist secures the consent
of the newly trained methodologist to
contribute to methodological development in
that area which the strength is the greatest.
1.4.12.6 The teaching methodologist and the newly
trained methodologist develop and implement
the plan for the newly trained methodologist
contributing to methodological development.
1.5 Negotiate the decision making contract.
1.5.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
1.5.2 Inform the general public as to the nature and
existence of the methodology.
1.5. 2.1 Develop a short description of the methodology.
1.5. 2. 2 Develop a plan for distributing this description
to as large an audience as possible. This
audience should be diversified with respect to
such factors as age, vocation, sex, and ethnic
identity. The distribution plan should contain
provisions for providing additional information
about the methodology should such information
be requested. The distribution plan should also
contain provisions by which one may inform the
methodologist of his/her interest in the
methodology.
1.5. 2.
3
Implement the plan and monitor positive and
negative reactions to the methodology.
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1.5.3 Develop a list of potential clients.
1.5. 3.1 Identify all those who have needs which the
methodology may meet. At this point the
methodologist may want to refer to parts of
step 1,3 - Disseminate the methodology,
especially 1.3.3 (Define the class of problems
that the methodology solves) and 1.3.4
(Develop a list of potential utilizers) —
in order to develop additional rules and
procedures for the identification of potential
clients
.
1.5. 3.
2
Identify all those who have actively sought
out the methodologist for the purpose of
having the methodology applied.
1.5. 3.
3
Identify all those who have been referred to
the methodologist as potential clients.
1.5, 3.
4
Combine all the above lists into a single
list of potential clients.
1.5.4 Test the list of clients for completeness.
1.5. 4.1 Repeat the dissemination process in part or
full.
1. 5.4.2 Consult those for whom the methodology has
been applied in the past in order to identify
potential clients,
1.5. 4.
3
Have other methodologists in the same area
identify potential clients.
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1.5. 4. A Determine if the methodology can logically
proceed or follow the application of any
other methodology and then consult with those
for whom these ’'other” methodologies have
been applied in order to identify potential
clients
.
1.5.4.
5
Consult methodologists in other areas.
1.5.4.
6
Perform any other appropriate test(s) of
completeness
.
1. 5.4.7 Develop a single list of potential clients.
1.5.5 Develop a list of criteria on which to choose the most
appropriate client(s).
1.5. 5.1 Operationally define the concept "A completely
successful application of methodology.
(Fill in the name of the appropriate
methodology
.
)
1.5.6 Test the list of criteria for completeness.
1.5. 6.1 Review all successful and unsuccessful
applications of the methodology.
1.5. 6.
2
Review the rationale for the methodology’s
development
.
1.5. 6.3 Review the most current version of the
methodology
,
1.5. 6. 4 Review the product definition of the
methodology’s purpose.
Have other methodologists define the concept.1.5. 6.
5
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1.5. 6. 6 Have other methodologists perform the tests
of completeness,
1.5. 6. 7 Develop a list of concepts that are critical to
the successful implementation of any methodology.
Refer to steps 1.3. 5.1 - 1.3, 5. 2 - 1.3. 5. 3,
1.5.7 Choose the most appropriate client(s).
1.5.8 Gather the information necessary to develop a contract
statement
.
1.5. 8.1 The name of the contract decision maker.
1.5. 8. 2 The problem area in which the contract decision
maker wants to make decisions,
1.5.8. 3 The specific dates of the contracting period.
1.5. 8. 4 The names of any other decision makers for whom
the contract decision maker would like to see
the methodology applied and who make decisions
with respect to the problem area.
1.5. 8. 5 The resources that will be available for this
application of the methodology.
1.5. 8. 6 The amount of resources to be allocated to each
decision maker.
1.5. 8. 6.1 Prioritize the decision makers.
1.5. 8. 6.
2
Allocate the resources for this
application of the methodology among
the decision makers according to
their priority.
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1.5. 8. 6. 3 Allocate the resources for each
decision maker among the major
processes of the methodology.
1.5.8. 7 Review the resource allocation.
1.5. 8. 7.1 Ask the contract decision maker
tc examine the allocation and make
any adjustments that he/she believes
are necessary.
1,5. 8. 7.
2
Explain to the contract decision maker
the contingencies under which the
terms of the contract may be altered.
One such contingency would be a
decrease in the available resources
of the magnitude that required
a change from long form procedures
to short form procedures.
1.5. 8. 7.
3
Ask each decision maker to confirm his/
her willingness to work with the
methodologist. Also have each decision
maker confirm his/her ability to
supply the resources that the contract
decision maker has said that they
could supply. Any problems regarding
the commitment or resources of any
decision maker should be communicated
to the contract decision maker.
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1.5. 8. 7. 4 Explain to each decision maker the
contingencies under which the terms
of the contract may be altered.
1.5. 8. 7. 5 Determine when each decision maker
including the contract decision
maker will be available during the
contracting period,
1.5.9 Develop a formal or informal contract statement using
the above information.
1.5.10 Confirm the contract statement with appropriate
individuals chosen on the basis of either the preference
of the contract decision maker or on the laws or policies
that govern the actions of the contract decision maker.
1.5.11 The contract decision maker approves the contract
statement
.
1.5.12 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major step,
1.5.13 Choose the highest priority decision maker who is
available to implement the next major step.
1.6 Plan this application of the methodology.
1.6.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
1.6.2 Cycle to major process 2.0 and, use the steps of that
process to identify the problems that the decision maker
would like to solve during this application of the
methodology.
1.6.3 Allocate the resources available for implementing the
methodology to the problems that have been identified.
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1.6.4 Divide the resources that have been allocated to each
problem among the major processes of the methodology.
1.6.5 Develop a time table for implementing the methodology.
1.6. 5.1 Choose the first/next problem for which a time
table is to be developed.
1.6. 5. 2 Determine when the solution to that problem can/
should be implemented,
1.6. 5. 2.1 Identify the resources that have been
allocated to the implementation of
the solution.
1.6. 5. 2. 2 Determine the earliest possible date
at which the decision maker can
begin to implement the solution.
1.6. 5. 2. 3 Determine the latest, possible date
at which the implementation of the
solution will have to be completed.
1.6. 5. 2.
4
Identify those periods of time
between these two dates during which
the decision maker can provide the
resources that have been allocated to
the implementation of the solution.
1.6. 5. 2.
5
If more than one period is identified
choose the one that the decision
maker believes is most appropriate.
This is a preliminary choice and may
by changed as the details of the
solution are developed.
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1.6. 5. 2. 6 Review the chosen period for
conflict with critical activities
that the decision maker may be
involved in at that time. These
activities may or may not be
related to the implementation of the
methodology
.
1.6. 5. 3 Determine when each major process that needs to
be carried out prior to the implementation of
the solution can/should be carried out.
1.6. 5. 3.1 Choose the major process to be worked
with. This major process should be
the one that is either closest to the
implementation of the solution or
closest to the. beginning of the last
major process whose implementation
has been planned,
1.6. 5. 3. 2 Identify the resources that have been
allocated to the implementation of
this major process.
1.6. 5. 3. 3 Have the decision maker identify that
section of the contracting period
during which he/she can provide the
above resources, This section should
be as close as possible to the
beginning of the last major process
that has been planned for.
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1.6. 5.3.4 Review the chosen period for conflict
with critical activities that the
decision maker may be involved in at
that time. These activities may or may
not be related to the implementation
of the methodology,
1.6. 5. 3. 5 Recycle to 1.6. 5. 3.1 and repeat the
last four steps until the
implementation of each of the metho-
dology’s major processes has been
planned.
1.6. 5. 3. 6 Have the decision maker review the
overall plan for implementing the
methodology for this problem.
1,6. 5. 4 Determine when the effectiveness of the solution
can be evaluated,
1.6. 5. 4.1 Identify the resources that are
available for evaluation and redesign.
1.6. 5. 4. 2 Determine the earliest date at which
the implementation of the solution
will most likely be finished.
1.6. 5. 4. 3 Determine the latest date at which
the decision maker will be available
during the contracting period.
Determine periods of time between
these two dates during which the
1.6. 5.4.4
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decision maker can provide the
resources that have been allocated
to evaluation and redesign.
1.6. 5.4.5 If more than one period is
identified have the decision maker
choose the one that he/she believes
is most appropriate. The period
chosen should be as close as possible
to the date on which the implementation
of the solution will be completed,
and as far as possible from the end of
the contracting period so as to allow
for any needed redesign.
1.6. 5.4.
6
Review the chosen period for possible
conflict with critical activities
that the decision maker may be
involved in at chat time. These
activities may or may not be related
to the implementation of the
methodology.
1.6. 5.
5
Record the information generated in the last
three steps into a time table for working with
the decision maker on this particular problem.
1.6. 5.
6
Recycle to 1.6. 5.1 and repeat the above steps
for the rest of the problems that the decision
maker would like to work on during this
application of the. methodology.
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1.6. 5. 7 Integrate the above information into a single
plan which states at what times during the
contracting period the decision maker will be
available to implement each of the methodology's
major processes for each of the problems that
he/she is concerned about solving from within
the problem area,
1.6. 5. 7.1 Divide the contracting period into
sub .-periods
,
1.6. 5.7.
2
Choose the first/next sub-period.
1.6. 5.7.3 Determine all the work that has been
planned during that sub-period.
1.6. 5. 7.
4
Total the amount of resources that
this work will require.
1.6. 5. 7.
5
Recycle to 1,6, 5, 7,
2
and repeat the
last two steps for each sub-period
from within the contracting period.
1.6. 5. 7.
6
Present the above information to the
decision maker and have the decision
maker review it to make sure that
the resources that have been agreed
upon will actually be available at
the times in question.
1.6, 5.
8
Ask the decision maker if he/ she would like any
other individuals or groups to examine or
critique the overall plan. It so identify
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1.6. 5.
9
these people and present the plan to them for
their critique. Communicate the results of
this critique to the decision maker and ask the
decision maker to make any corrections that
he/she believes are necessary.
Confirm the above plan with the contract
decision maker.
1.6.6 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major step,
1.6.7 Choose the next piece of work to be done.
1.6. 7.1 Determine the decision makers that are
available at this time.
1.6. 7.
2
Choose the highest priority decision maker.
1.6. 7.
3
Confirm the availability of this decision
maker
,
1.6. 7.4 If steps 1,6.1 through 1.6.6 have been carried
out with the decision maker then a plan for
implementing the methodology for that decision
maker will have been developed. In this case
the methodologist should review the plan and
compile a list of options as to those sections
of the methodology that can be carried out
with the decision maker at this time. If
steps 1.6.1 through 1,6,6 have not been carried
out then they should be implemented at this time.
1.6,7.
5
Meet with the decision maker and present the
options that are available as to the work that
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can be done at this time. Stress that an
absolutely complete list of options is not
being presented; therefore the decision maker
should feel free to suggest any other options
that he/she believes are appropriate.
1.6. 7. 6 Have the decision maker choose the option
that he/she believes is most appropriate.
1.6. 7. 7 Cycle to the planning step of the major
process that contains the option chosen.
2.0
Identify problems. The following procedures are a short form
version of the Coffing, Hutchinson Needs Analysis Methodology
(1973). If resources permit the long form of these procedures
should be used:
2.1
Plan the implementation of this major process.
2.1.1 Determine the resources that are available for
implementing this major step,
2.1.2 Allocate these resources among the steps of this
major process according to the following percentages.
50% to step 2.2
15% to step 2.3
30% to step 2.4
5% to steps 2.5 through 2.8
2.1.3 Confirm this allocation with the decision maker for
whom this major process is to be applied,
2.1.4 Proceed to step 2,2,
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2.2
Determine the decision maker’s concerns about who needs
what according to whom with respect to the problem area of
this application,
2.2.1 The methodologist asks the decision maker to write in
a list his/her responses to the question, "Who are
the individuals or groups involved in this problem
area whose needs are important to you?"
2.2.2 The methodologist asks the decision maker to write in
a list his/her responses to the question, "For these
persons or groups what kinds of needs are important
to you?"
^•2.3 The methodologist asks the decision maker to write in
a list his/her responses to the question, "Given the
persons and needs on your two lists who would be able
to specifically define the needs?"
2.2.4 Test the completeness of the decision maker’s responses.
2. 2.4.1 Identify those people whose responses to the
above questions would prove helpful.
2. 2. 4.
2
Acquire the responses of those people.
2. 2. 4.
3
Present the responses to the decision maker
and allow him/her to make any changes in the
original lists that he/she believes are necessary.
2.2.5 The decision maker picks the most important entries
on each list.
2.2.6 Using the above information the methodologist
constructs sentences in the form of "who needs what
according to whom,"
2.2.7
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The decision maker prioritizes the sentences
constructed.
2.2.8 The decision maker chooses the first/next sentence.
2.2.9 The decision maker is asked to review the sentence
to make sure that he/she is committed to having
defining and measurement done on that sentence,
2.2.10 The decision maker confirms the sentence with any
other appropriate individuals or groups that he/she
wishes to.
2.2.11 The methodologist secures the cooperation of needers
and definers,
2.3 Define who has needs for what according to whom.
2.3.1
Develop the defining stimulus.
2. 3. 1.1 The methodologist asks the decision maker to
state the decision maker's purpose for
obtaining data in relation to this sentence.
2. 3. 1.2 The methodologist develops a hypothetical-
situation appropriate to the decision maker's
stated purpose.
2. 3. 1.3 The methodologist inserts the who and the what
into the situation.
2. 3.1, A The methodologist determines how the definer
should observe the situation,
2,3. 1.5 The methodologist uses the above information
to
construct a defining stimulus of the following
form: "Imagine (the hypothetical situation)
,
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and in that situation imagine that (name of
the needer)*s needs for (need being defined)
are fully met. Observe that situation (in the
manner specified in step 2. 3. 1.4). What are
all the things that you see in the situation
that indicate to you that (name of the needer)*s
needs for (type of need being defined) are
fully met?
2. 3.
1.6
The methodologist asks the decision maker to
approve the defining stimulus. If the stimulus
is not satisfactory then the methodologist
should change it so that it is. Changes made
should be determined by the decision maker.
2.3.2
Have the definer respond to the defining stimulus.
2.3. 2.1 Set up a meeting with the definer,
2. 3. 2.
2
Have the definer respond to the stimulus.
2.3. 2.3 Record the definer* s responses.
2. 3. 2.4 Have the definer prioritize his/her responses
on the basis of importance.
2.3. 2.
5
Check the prioritized components for clarity.
2. 3. 2.
6
If the resources permit further operationalize
fuzzy components starting with the one having
the highest priority.
2. 3. 2.
7
If the resources permit have the definer
prioritize any new responses.
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2. 3. 2. 8 Record all problems encountered in the
defining process as well as any additional
comments made by the definer regarding the
need or the process.2.3.3
Report the definer \s definition to the decision maker.
'2,3. 3.1 Write the report.
2. 3. 3. 1.1 Compile the results of the defining
process
.
2. 3. 3. 1.2 Write a statement of the procedures
used to obtain the definition.
2. 3. 3. 1.3 Document all difficulties, problems
or limitations encountered in the
process
.
2.3. 3. 1.4 Compile the above in the following
sequence; who what whom sentence,
stimulus, procedures, definition,
and problems.
2. 3. 3.
2
Present the report to the decision maker
offering to answer any questions.
2.4
Measure the degree to which the definition of the need is
being met.
2.4.1 Choose the components to be measured.
2.4.2 Test the completeness of the list of components chosen.
2.4.3 Prioritize the chosen components.
2.4.4 Review the prioritized components to make sure that the
decision maker is committed to measuring these components
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2.4.5 Confirm the prioritized components with any relevant
others chosen by the decision maker.
2.4.6 Allocate the measurement resources to the chosen
components
.
2.4.7 Review the allocation.
2.4.8 Choose the first/next component to be measured.
2.4.9 Determine on the basis of available resources whether
the component is to be measured using short form
procedures or long form procedures. If short form
procedures are to be used proceed to 2,4.10. If long
form procedures are to be used proceed to 2,4.11.
2.4.10 Ask the definer to estimate the degree to which the
component is met,
2.4.11 Actually measure the extent to which the component is
being met.
2.4.11.1 Conceptualize the ideal measurement technique.
An ideal measurement technique has the following
characteristics; it permits direct observation
of the component. This means that the technique
enables the observer to actually see or hear
the occurrences of the component. It permits
observation of the component under natural
conditions. This means that the technique does
not impose conditions or present stimuli Oi-he_
than those that are normally present in the
situation being observed. Finally the ideal
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2.4.11.
2.4.11.
2.4.11.
2.4.11.
2.4.11.
2.4.11.
2.4.11.
2.4.11.
2.4.11
2.4.11
measurement technique is unobtrusive. This
means that the technique does not cause the
persons being observed to be aware of the
fact that they are being observed.
- Review the ideal technique.
2.4.11.2.1 Is it practical? If yes proceed
to the next step. If not proceed
2.4.11.4.
2.4.11.2.2 Does the ideal technique already
exist? If so go to 2.4,11.5 If
not proceed to the next step.
3 Design the ideal technique,
4 Design the practical observation technique by
modifying the ideal technique so that it can
be implemented within the available resources.
5 Design the sampling plan.
6 Design the recording device,
7 If possible field test the recording device
and observational technique.
8 Report the measurement plan to the decision
maker for final approval cr modification,
9 Implement the measurement plan,
,10 Report the measurement results to the
decision maker,
.11 Have the decision maker decide whether or not
the component that was measured is a problem
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that he/she would like to solve using the
methodology
.
2.5 Recycle to 2.2.8 and repeat the defining and measuring process
for any other sentences that the decision maker would like
to examine.
2.6 Prioritize all problems that have been identified through
the above steps.
2.7 Evaluate the implementation of this major process.
2.8 Cycle back to step 1.6.7 and choose the next piece of work
to be done.
3.0
Determine a statement of the purpose with respect to the problem
area with which this application of the methodology will deal.
3.1
Plan the implementation of this major process.
3.1.1
Compile the following information.
3. 1.1.1 The amount of resources that are available to
implement this major process.
3. 1.1.2 A brief description'*' of the work chat has
already been done on the problem for which
this major process is to be applied.
^The length of these descriptions will depend upon such factors
as the competence of the decision maker, the decision maker's
understanding of the methodology, and how much time has elapsed between
meetings with the methodologist. If the methodologist has been
working almost continuously with a very competent decision maker, who is
well aware of the purpose and procedures of the methodology, these
descriptions will not have to be very long. However, more detailed
^
descriptions may be needed if either the competence or understanding of
the decision maker is in doubt or if a great deal of time has elapsed
between meetings with the methodologist.
3. 1.1.
3
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A brief description of the procedures that
may be used to implement this major process
and the resources that may be allocated to
each.
3. 1.1.4 A brief description of the major processes
that remain to be implemented for this
problem and how the results of this major
process will be used in successive major pro-
cesses
.
3. 1.1. 5 A brief description of the contingencies
under which the implementation of this major
process could be halted or modified.
3.1.2 Arrange a meeting with the decision maker for the
purpose of planning the implementation of this major
process
.
3.1.3 Meet with the decision maker and perform the following
tasks s
3, 1.3.1 Have the decision maker confirm his/her intention
to continue working with the methodologist. If
the commitment of the decision maker has
changed determine the^ problem. Once the problem
has been identified make a judgment as to
whether or not it can be solved practically.
If so solve it* if not stop work and inform
the contract decision maker of the situation.
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The final resolution of the problem should
be approved by the contract decision maker.
3. 1.3.2 Have the decision maker confirm the amount
of resources that are to be used in the
implementation of this major process. If the
planned amount of resources is inaccurate
or impossible to provide the decision maker
correct it and then communicate this corrected
amount of resources to the contract decision
maker
.
3. 1.3. 3 Present the decision maker with the brief
description of the work that has already been
done on the problem for which this major
process is to be implemented. Check for the
decision maker’s understanding of the
description. Answer (as clearly and completely
as possible) any questions that the decision
maker may have.
3. 1.3.4 Present the decision maker with the brief
description of the procedures that may be used
to implement this major process and the resources
that may be allocated to each. Check for the
decision maker's understanding of the planned
procedures. Answer (as clearly and as completely
as possible) any questions that the decision
maker may have. Have the decision maker .confirm
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or modify the resources that have been
allocated to the planned procedures.
3. 1.3.
5
Present the decision maker with the brief
description of the major processes that remain
to be implemented with this particular problem
and explain how the results of the present
major process will be used in successive major
processes. Check to make sure that the decision
maker understands these subsequent major
processes and answer any critical questions
that the decision maker may have.
3. 1.3. 6 Describe to the decision maker the contingencies
under which the implementation of this major
process could be halted or modified. Check
for the decision maker’s understanding of
these contingencies and answer (as completely
and as clearly as possible) any questions that
the decision maker might have.
3. 1.3.7 Determine the specific dates on which the
decision maker will be available to implement
this major process.
3. 1.3.8 Choose the first/next date.
3. 1.3. 9 Review the date to make sure that it does not
conflict with any critical activities that the
decision maker will be involved in at that time.
If there is a conflict determine if an
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alternative date can be decided upon for one
of the conflicting activities. If an
alternative date cannot be found then the con-
tract decision maker should be involved in
the resolution of the conflict,
3.1.3.10 Have the decision maker confirm the date
and if possible set an alternative date,
3.1.3.11 Develop the agenda to be followed with the
decision maker on the chosen date. This
agenda should include the methodological
procedures to be used. The agenda should be
as complete as possible given the available
resources. The last two procedures of the
agenda should provide for evaluation and
redesign and for cycling the methodologist
back to step 1.6.7 where he/she will choose
the next piece of work to be done.
3.1.3.12 Review the agenda.
3.1.3.13 Plan for providing feedback on the
effectiveness of the agenda as it is being
implemented,
3.1.3.14 Implement the agenda,
3.2 The decision maker determines what is presently known about
the need which is to be met by performing any combination
of
the following tasks:
3.2.1 Read literature which relates to the need,
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3.2.2 Talking to people whose work is involved in meeting the
need
.
3.2.3 Examine actual efforts to meet the need.
3.2.4 Talk to people who are or have been effected or served
by efforts to meet the need.
3.2.5 Talk to people who at one time were involved in meeting
the need but who have discontinued their involvement.
3.2.6 Think about the need.
3.2.7 Try out tools that already exist for meeting the need.
3.3 If the above analysis indicates that the chosen need represents
a very complex problem area then choose a piece of the
original need and repeat the previous step for the chosen
piece.
3.4 Create a list of purposes that validly express your intentions
for meeting the chosen need.
3.5 Choose the most appropriate purpose.
3.6 Test the chosen purpose.
3.6.1 Can the chosen purpose be expanded to include other
unfilled needs? If so expand, if not proceed.
3.6.2 Is the purpose trivial? Is it clear that the purpose
as stated requires a specific solution? Does the
purpose contain sufficient qualifiers (nouns, adjectives,
adverbs, phrases and clauses)? If the purpose is
trivial revise it, until it isn t.
3.6.3 If the purpose is accomplished will it
meet the need.
If not revise it until it does.
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3.6.4 Is the decision maker committed to accomplishing this
purpose? If not develop a purpose which will carry
the commitment of the decision maker.
3.6.5 Is the purpose ethical?
3. 6. 5.1 Is the purpose consistent with the decision
maker *s value system?
3. 6. 5.
2
Is the purpose consistent with the
methodologist's value system?
3. 6. 5.
3
Will the purpose when accomplished promote
the general welfare?
3. 6. 5.4 Revise the purpose until it is ethical with
respect to the above standards.
3.6.6 Determine if the purpose will have any serious negative
effects on those who might participate in or be
effected by a solution to accomplish it. If the purpose
will produce such effects change it so that they are
eliminated or minimized.
3.6.7 Is the purpose definable? Can it be described in terms
of directly observable behaviors or states? If not
revise it until it is definable.
3.6.8 Is the purpose practical? Can it be accomplished within
the available resources? If not revise it until it is
practical.
3.6.9 Are existing solutions insufficient? Do any solutions
exist that can accomplish the purpose? If there are
either, revise the purpose or adopt the existing .
solution
.
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3.6.10 If any of the above tests have resulted in a changed
purpose then that purpose should be taken through all
other tests separately,
3.6.11 Have other people perforin any or all of the above tests.
3.6.12 Write out the acceptable purpose.
3.7 Evaluate the implementation of this major process.
3.7.1 Determine the resources that are available for
evaluation,
3.7.2 Allocate these resources among the procedures of this
step
.
3.7.3 Develop the evaluation criteria.
3. 7. 3.1 If the resources are small then the purpose
of the procedures that have just been
implemented will serve as their evaluation
criterion. In this case the methodologist
should cycle to 3,9,7.
3. 7. 3.
2
If the resources are large then the purpose
of the procedures that have just been
implemented should be operationally defined.
These operational components will serve as
evaluation criteria. If this approach is
followed the methodologist should operationalize
the purpose and then proceed to the next step.
3.7.4 Prioritize the evaluation criteria.
3.7.5 Allocate the resources for measurement among the
prioritized criteria.
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3.7.6 Choose the first/next criterion.
3.7.7 Determine if data needs to be gathered on the
accomplishment of this criterion. This determination
may be made by examining the results of the procedures
that have just been implemented. If the methodologist
believes that such an examination is sufficiently
thorough enough to enable a determination to be made as
to whether or not the criterion has been accomplished
then no additional data needs to be gathered. In this
case the methodologist should proceed to 3.9,5.
3.7.8 Gather the data that must be acquired in order to
determine if the evaluation criteria have been
satisfied
.
3.7.9 Review the data.
3.7.10 Make any necessary changes,
3.7.11 Recycle to 3.9,5 and repeat the last four steps for
the remaining evaluation criteria.
3.7.12 If the decision maker and the methodologist agree to
it make the evaluation data and resultant changes
available to other decision makers who may be
interested in the problem and/or to other methodologist
who may be interested in the methodology.
3.7.13 If resources and desire permit perform an evaluation of
the evaluation.
8 Cycle back to step 1.6.7 and choose the next piece of work to
be done.
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4.0
Conceptualize the ideal solution.
4.1 Plan the implementation of this step.
4.1.1 Repeat step 3.1 for this major process.
4.2 Develop a list of alternative ideal solutions.
4.2.1 Record the decision maker’s response to the following
stimuli
•
Imagine a situation in which you have unlimited
resources. How might you accomplish your purpose in
such a situation?"
Imagine that at this very moment you have access to
unlimited resources. How would you use these resources
to accomplish your purpose if you were to accomplish
it right now?”
4.2.2 Repeat the above step for situations in which there are
unlimited amounts of certain types of resources - such
as money, time, curricular material, instructional
hardware, personnel, space, etc,
4.2.3 Test the completeness of the decision maker’s list of
alternative ideal solutions by doing any one or
combination of the following things:
4. 2. 3.1 Have others repeat the last two steps,
4. 2. 3.
2
Read utopian, critical or futuristic literature
on the problem area.
4. 2. 3.
3
Make usual solutions ideal solutions,
4. 2. 3. 3.1 Develop a list of usual solutions
for this purpose.
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4. 2. 3. 3. 1.1 Write down all the ways
that you could accomplish
this purpose.
4. 2. 3. 3. 1.2 Write down all the ways
that you could fail to
accomplish this purpose
and then state them
positively so that they
are ways of accomplishing
the purpose.
4. 2, 3. 3. 1.3 If you were actually
accomplishing the purpose
what would you be doing.
4. 2. 3, 3. 1.4 Write down all the unusual
ways of accomplishing the
purpose
.
4. 2. 3. 3, 1,5 Combine all responses into
a single list of solutions
4. 2. 3, 3. 1.6 Test this list for
completeness
.
4, 2, 3, 3,
2
Develop a list of usual solutions to
similar purposes or problems,
4. 2, 3. 3, 2,1 Develop a list of problems
or purposes which are
similar to this one.
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4. 2. 3. 3. 2.2 Of the problems identified
determine which ones have
actually been dealt with
by the decision maker
and which have not.
4. 2. 3. 3. 2. 3 For the ones which have
been actually dealt with
complete the following
sentences
,
42332.3.1 State how you
solved the problem
if you dealt with
it successfully.
Can you state
any other ways of
solving the problem?
If so state them.
4233232 State how you
failed to solve
the problem if you
dealt with it
unsuccessfully
.
Can you state any
other ways in which
you could have
failed to solve
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the problem. If
so state them and
then make them
positive so that
they may be
considered as ways
of solving the
problem.
42^13w2J3 State any
unusual ways in
which you could
have solved this
problem,
4. 2. 3. 3, 2,4 For the problems that
have not been actually
dealt with complete the
following sentences.
4.233.2A1 Write down all
the ways in which
this problem
could be solved.
423.3J2A2 Write down and
then negate all
the ways by which
you could have
failed to solve
the problem.
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4.23J.2A3 Write dovm what
you would be
actually doing
if you were
solving the
problem.
42J132A4 Write down all
the unusual ways
in which you
could solve the
problem.
4. 2. 3. 3. 2.
5
Combine all the above
responses into a single
list
.
4. 2. 3. 3. 2.
6
Test the list for
completeness
,
4, 2. 3. 3.
3
Develop a list of solutions to problems
that have nothing to do with the
original problem,
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.1 Develop a list of
problems that have nothing
to do with the original
problem.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
2
For each of the above
problems write out all
the ways you could
solve the problem.
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4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
3
For each of the above
problems write out all
the ways in which you
could fail to solve the
problem and then state
them positively.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
4
If you were actually
solving the problem
write down what you
would be doing.
4. 2. 3, 3. 3.
5
Write down all the
unusual ways of
accomplishing the
problem.
4. 2. 3. 3. 3.
6
Combine all the above
into a single list.
4. 2. 3, 3. 3.
7
Test the list for
completeness
,
4. 2 .3. 3.
4
Combine all the above lists (4.2 . 3 . 3 . 1 . 6
,
4. 2. 3. 3. 2. 5, 4. 2, 3. 3. 3. 7) into a
single list of usual solutions.
4. 2. 3. 3.
5
Have the decision maker review the
list and discard any solutions that
he/she believes would not accomplish
the original purpose.
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4. 2. 3. 3. 6 Choose the first/next usual solution
that will be made into an ideal
solution.
4. 2. 3. 3.
7
Make the chosen solution an ideal
solution by modifying it in light
of a situation in which there are
unlimited resources available for
its implementation,
4. 2. 3. 3.
8
If resources permit have the
decision maker modify the usual
solution in light of a situation in
which there are unlimited amounts
of specific types of resources’ 1 such
as time, money, personnel, curricular
material, instructional hardware,
space, etc,
4. 2. 3. 3.
9
Recycle to step 4, 2, 3. 3,
5
and repeat
the last two steps for as many of
the usual solutions as possible.
4. 2. 3.
4
Have the decision maker review these additional
lists of ideal solutions and make any changes
in the original list of ideal solutions that
he/she believes are necessary.
4.3 Choose the most appropriate ideal solution.
4.3.1 Determine the resources that are available for the
selection process.
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4.3.2 Allocate these resources among the solutions to be
examined
.
4.3.3 If only a very small amount of resources are allocated
to each alternative solution, the decision maker may
want to do either or both of the following things:
4.3. 3.1 Narrow the list down so that a larger amount of
resources can be allocated to each alternative
solution.
4. 3. 3.
2
Acquire additional resources so that a larger
amount of resources can be allocated to each
alternative solution,
4.3.4 Allocate the resources for each alternative among the
activities of the selection processes that are
documented in steps 4,3.8 through 4,3.12.
4.3.5 The methodologist examines the allocation and then
describes to the decision maker the type of results that
can be expected to be generated by each of the selection
processes. This description should not be judgmental.
It should be informative. It should outline, as
objectively and as completely as possible, the type and
amount of data that can be expected to be generated by
each selection process given the resources that are
available to implement the respective processes.
4.3.6 The decision maker selects the process that he/'she
believes will be most effective. This selection can be
based on such criteria as the degree to which the solu-
tions are ful-ly developed during the selection process.
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A process that operationally defines the solution is
advisable to one that does not develop the solution
past the level of a general descriptive statement.
Another criterion that could be used is the extent to
which the selection process provides for the actual
implementation of the solution. A process in which the
solution is actually carried out to determine its
ability to accomplish the decision maker’s purpose is
advisable to one in which the effects of implementing
the solution are imagined rather than observed directly.
A. 3.
7
Proceed to the set of steps that provide for implementing
the chosen selection process. Step A. 3,
8
should be
used if estimating the probabilities of the success of
the alternative solutions was the process chosen; step
A. 3.
9
should be used if the Delphi technique was the
process chosen; step A. 3. 10 should be used if modelling
was the process that was chosen; step A. 3. 11 should be
used if simulation was the process that was chosen; and
step A. 3. 12 should be used if field testing was the
process that was chosen,
A. 3.
8
Estimate the probabilities of success for each of the
alternative solutions.
A. 3. 8.1 Generate the criteria against which the
alternatives will be measured by having the
decision maker perform the following activities
A. 3. 8,1.1 Imagine a hypothetical situation in
which your purpose has just been
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accomplished. All the people, places,
objects, etc., involved with your
purpose are in this situation; this
includes yourself. Look at this
situation; observe it very carefully.
On a separate piece of paper, put
down all the events, actions and
verbalizations that tell you that
your purpose has been accomplished.
4. 3. 8. 1.2 If resources allow, have other
people do the above and use their
input to make changes on your
original list.
4. 3. 8. 1.3 If resources allow and you have ever
had a similar problem before, think
up all the criteria that you used
then to tell yourself that you had
successfully accomplished this similar
problem. Check your original list to
see if each of your criteria is on
the list; for any criteria that are not
on the list add them to the list.
4. 3. 8.
1.4
Check through the list and for each
criteria, decide if it is truly a
criteria for you — that is, if this
criteria doesn ' t happen does that
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really tell you that your purpose
has failed. Cross off any criteria
that do not pass this test.
A. 3. 8. 1.5 Choose the six most important criteria
on your list. That is, choose those
criteria that tell you more than any
others that your purpose is accomplished.
If there are more than six, then do
not stop at six, but try to choose
at least six.
4. 3. 8.
2
Construct a selection matrix.
4.3.8. 2.1 Count the number of alternatives to
be examined
.
4. 3. 8 . 2.
2
Count the number of selection criteria
to be used,
4. 3. 8. 2.
3
Construct a matrix whose number of
rows equals one plus the number of
alternative solutions and whose
number of columns equals one plus
the number of selection criteria.
4. 3. 8. 2.
4
Invent a short name for each
alternative solution.
4, 3. 8. 2.
5
Enter these names in the first
column of the matrix starting with
the second cell in that column.
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There should be one alternative per
cell.
4. 3. 8. 2.
6
Invent a short name for each selection
criteria.
4. 3. 8. 2.
7
Enter these names in the first row of
the matrix starting with the second
cell in that row. There should be
one criteria per cell.
4.3. 8.
3
Measure the alternatives against the selection
criteria.
4. 3. 8. 3.1 Take the first alternative solution
and look at it in relation to the
criteria for accomplishing the
purpose,
4. 3. 8. 3.
2
For each criteria decide whether the
solution is likely to accomplish
that criteria and put an "L" in the
appropriate cell of the matrix if it
is likely to (that is the chance is
greater than 50% as you estimate it)
.
You must estimate how probable this
is based on your perceptions of the
solution. Put an "N" in the appropriate
cell of the matrix if the solution is
not likely to meet the criteria.
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4. 3. 8. 3. 3 For each criteria for which there
is an "L" under the solution
determine the probability that the
solution will accomplish each of
these criteria. Becuase you put an
ML" in the cell the probabilities
will be greater than or equal to .5.
4. 3. 8. 3.
4
For each criteria for which there is
an "N" under the solution determine
the probability that the solution
will accomplish this criteria. This
probability should be less than or
equal to .49,
4. 3. 8. 3.
5
Do this process for each of the
solutions listed in the matrix. If
the resources are short prioritize
the solutions as to the ones you feel
most likely to accomplish the
purpose and then do the above process
for as many of the solutions as
possible according to their priority
order
,
4. 3. 8. 3.
6
If resources allow have other persons
perform the above steps and then use
their input to revise your
probabilities if you believe that such
revision is warrented.
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4.3. 8,4 Choose the most appropriate solution.
4. 3. 8. 4.1 Choose the first solution listed
on the matrix.
4. 3. 8. 4. 2 Total the probabilities of that
alternative meeting each of the
selection criteria.
4. 3. 8. 4. 3 Repeat the above two steps for each
alternative listed in the matrix.
4. 3. 8. 4. 4 Choose that solution whose total is
the highest,
4.3.9 Choose the most appropriate solution through the use of
the Delphi technique. A general outline of the
procedures necessary to implement this technique can be
found in any one of the following sources: The Delphi
Method: Substance, Context, a Critique, and an
Annotated Bibliography (Pill 1971) ; The Delphi Method
and Urbanization (B. Marley-Clark 1974); or Personnel
Administration in 1980: A Delphi Study (Lachmann 1972).
4.3.10 Use modelling to choose the most appropriate solution.
A general outline of the procedures necessary to construct
a model may be found in any one of the following sources:
Visualizing Change, Model Building and the Change Process
(Lippitt 1973); Work Design: A Systems Concept (Nadler
1970) ; Organizational Management (Michael and Jones
1973)
.
4,3.11
Choose the most appropriate solution through the use of
a simulation process, A general outline of the
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procedures necessary to carry out simulations may be
found in any one of the following sources: Handbook
of Games and Simulation Exercises (Gibbs 1974) ; and
Simulation and Gaming in Social Sciences (Inbar 1972).
4.3.12 Field test the alternative solutions.
4.3.12.1 Allocate the resources among the alternatives
to be field tested.
4.3.12.2 Allocate the resources for each alternative
among the procedures of this step.
4.3.12.3 Determine when the alternatives are to be
field tested. This is a preliminary
determination and may change as the alternative
solutions become more clearly defined.
4.3.12.4 For each alternative determine when the details
of the field test are to be worked out. The
decision maker should identify a period of
time prior to implementation of the field test
during which the procedures of this step up
to but not including 4.3.12.26 can be carried
out.
4.3.12.5 Choose the first /next alternative solution for
which the details of the field test are to
be worked out.
4.3.12.6 Design the major elements of the solution.
4.3.12.6.1 Develop an initial list cf major
elements
.
614
4.3.12.6.1.1 Imagine and write down
all the ways in which
you could implement this
alternative solution
avoiding all problems.
4.3.12.6.1.2 Imagine and write down in
what ways you could fail
to implement this
alternative solution.
4.3.12.6.1.3 Imagine the solution being
implemented write down
what is happening.
4.3.12.6.1.4 Think up elements that
have nothing to do with
implementing the solution
and consider whether
they do or not,
4.3.12.6.1.5 Create one list from all
the lists generated in
the previous steps. For
the elements generated in
4.3.12.6.1.2 change their
statements so that they
describe an element that
could be used in the
implementation of the
solution.
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4.3.12.6.2 Test the completeness of the list of
major elements by performing any
combination of the following activities:
4.3.12.6.2.1 Have others perform the
previous steps. Examine
their responses and decide
if their list of elements
contains elements that
you would like to add to
your original list. If
so, do so.
. 4.3.12.6.2.2 Think up alternatives to
your original list of
elements and then consider
if these alternatives
should be added to your
original list. Make any
additions that you believe
are appropriate.
4.3.12.6.2.3 Think up unusual ways of
implementing the
alternative solution and
then consider if these
items could be one of the
solution's major elements.
If you believe that they
can you should add them
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to your original list
of major elements.
4.3.12.7 Examine your list of major elements and discard
any that you believe are not necessary for the
implementation of the solution.
4.3.12.8 Arrange the major elements in the order in
which they would be implemented if the
alternative solution were actually being carried
out
.
4.3.12.9 Have the decision maker review the list of
elements to make sure that he/she has a clear
idea of what each element means, that there is a
logical flow from one element to another, and
that critical elements are not missing from the
list. This review may give the decision maker
an insight into the possible effectiveness of a
particular alternative solution. If this insight
indicates to the decision maker that the
alternative would be clearly ineffective or at
best much less effective than some other
alternative the decision maker may want to halt
the field testing of this alternative and
allocate the resources remaining for the testing
of this alternative to some other section of the
methodology or to some other problem that is of
concern to the decision maker.
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4.3.12.10 Confirm the elements with any other individuals
or groups whom the decision maker may choose on
the basis of law, policy or personal preference.
This procedure provides the decision maker with
the option of offering the solution's list of
elements to others for their critique. Their
comments may give the decision maker the same
insight that may have been gained in the
previous step; that is, an insight into the
solution^ effectiveness. If such an insight is
gained then the decision maker should consider
the same option that was discussed above.
4.3.12.11 Choose the elements to be field tested. This
choice could be made on the basis of such
criteria as: which elements have to be
implemented first, which elements have the
highest risk of failure, which elements are
most confusing to the decision maker, which
elements would generate the most serious
consequences if they failed , or which elements
consume the greatest amount of resources.
These are possible rather than mandatory
criteria. Others could be used. However, any
criteria used should at least be approved by
and if possible developed in cooperation with
the decision maker.
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4.3.12.12 For each element determine when the activities
for implementing that element can be
developed.
4.3.12.13 Choose the first/next element for which
implementation activities are to be worked out.
4.3.12.14 Develop the activities necessary to implement
that element
.
4.3.12.14,1
Develop an initial list of activities.
4.3.12.14.1.1 Imagine and write
down all the ways in
which you could
implement this element,
avoiding all problems.
4.3.12.14.1.2 Imagine and write down
in what ways you
could fail to implement
this element.
4.3.12.14.1.3 Imagine the element
being implemented
write down what is
happening
.
4.3.12.14.1.4 Think up activities
that have nothing to
do with implementing
this element and
consider whether they
do or not.
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4.3.12.14.1.5 Create one list from
all the lists generated
in the previous steps.
For the activities
generated in 4.3.12.14.1.2
change their statements so
that they describe an
activity that could be
used in the implementation
of the element,
4.3.12.14.2 Test the completeness of the list of
activities by performing any
combination of the following steps:
4.3.12.14.2.1 Have others perform the
previous steps. Examine
their responses and decide
if their list of
activities contains
activities that you
would like to add to your
. original list. If so, do
so.
4.3.12.14.2.2 Think up alternatives co
your original list of
activities and then
consider if these
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alternatives should be
added to your original
list. Make any additions
that you believe are
appropriate.
4.3.12.14.2.3 Think up unusual ways of
implementing the element
and then consider if
these items could be one
of the activities for
implementing the element.
If you believe that they
can you should add them
to your original list of
activities
.
4.3.12.15 Examine your list of activities and discard any
that you believe are not necessary for the
implementation of the element.
4.3.12.16 Arrange the activities in the order in which
they would be implemented if the element were
actually being carried out.
4.3.12.17 Have the decision maker review the list of
activities to make sure that he/she has a clear
idea of what each activity means, that there is
a logical flow from one activity to another.
and that critical activities are not missing from
the list.
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A. 3. 12.18 Confirm the activities with any individuals
or groups whom the decision maker may choose
on the basis of law, policy or personal
preference.
4.3.12.19
Choose the activities to be field tested.
This choice could be made on the basis of
such criteria as: which activities are most
critical with respect to accomplishing the
purpose, which activities have to be
implemented first, which activities have the
highest risk of failure, which activities are
most confusing to the decision maker, which
activities would generate the most serious
consequences if they failed, or which activities
consume the greatest amount of resources. These
are possible rather than mandatory criteria.
Others could be used. However, any criteria
used should be at least approved by and if
possible developed in cooperation with the
decision maker.
4.3.12.20 Determine when each activity can be field tested.
4.3.12.21 Choose the first/next activity to be field tested.
4.3.12.22 Develop the criteria against which the activities
will be tested. These criteria could be drawn
from any one of the following sources:
—
. the purpose of the activity
.
— the purpose of the element of which the
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activity is a part,
the purpose of the solution of which the
element is a part
,
-- the goals that the decision maker has for
the field test.
4.3.12.23 Develop an observational technique for
measuring the effectiveness of the activity in
meeting the chosen criteria.
4.3.12.24 Determine if any additional tests are to be or
can be carried out at this time. If so, cycle
to step 4.3.12.21 if these additional tests
are to involve additional activities of the
same element, to step 4.3.12.14 if these
additional tests are to involve other elements
of the same alternative solution, or to step
4.3.12,5 if these additional tests are to
involve different alternatives,
4.3.12.25 Implement the tests that have been planned.
4.3.12.26 Compile the results of the tests that have
been implemented.
4.3.12.27 Review the results compiled.
4.3.12.28 Carry out any additional testing that remains
to be done. No testing will remain to be done
if the decision maker believes that he/she can
choose the most appropriate solution based on
the testing already performed. Also, no
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testing will remain to be done if the resources
for implementing this step have run out. It
is also possible that the decision maker will
be dissatisfied with the results of previous
testing and may want to perform additional
tests. If additional testing is to be
performed the methodologist should repeat
appropriate sections of the above procedures,
4,3,12.29 Choose the most appropriate ideal solution
using the results of the testing that has been
performed
.
4.4 Have the decision maker review the solution to make sure that he/
she believes that it is the most effective way of accomplishing
the purpose. If the decision maker is not convinced as to the
solution's effectiveness then the solution should be changed.
At this point the decision maker may want to develop an entirely
different solution. If a new solution is developed the decision
maker should examine it against his/her purpose using one of the
above selection processes.
4.5 Confirm the chosen solution with any individuals or groups that
the decision maker may choose on the Jbasis of law, policy or
personal preference.
4.6 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major process.
4.6.1 Repeat step 3.7 for this major process.
4.7 Determine if the ideal solution is a feasible way of
accomplishing the purpose. If the ideal solution is also a
feasible solution proceed to step 6,0 and plan the
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implementation of the solution. If not simply proceed to the
next step.
4.8 Cycle back to step 1.6.75.0
Develop the actual solution.
5.1 Plan the implementation of this major process,
5.1.1
Repeat step 3.1 for this major process.
5.2 Determine if the elements of the ideal solution have been
developed. If they have then proceed to the next step. If not
then proceed to step 5.6.
5.3 Arrange the parts of the ideal solution in the order in which
feasible alternatives will be designed for them,
5*4 Allocate the resources for implementing the rest of this major
process among the parts of the ideal solution,
5.5 Choose the first/next ideal part for which a feasible alternative
is to be developed.
5.6 State the purpose of the ideal part or ideal solution.
5.7 Determine the resources that are actually available for
implementing the ideal part or the ideal solution.
5.8 Have the decision maker respond to the following stimulus:
Imagine a situation in which you only have (the amount of
resources identified in step 5.7) available for accomplishing
(the purpose identified in step 5.6). How might you change the
ideal (solution or part) so that it can be implemented within
the available resources. Every effort should be made to change
the ideal as little as possible.
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5.9 Test the completeness of the decision maker's list of feasible
alternatives by performing any combination of the following
activities
:
5.9.1 Have others repeat step 5.8.
5.9.2 Ask the decision maker to imagine a situation in which
he/she is at this very moment actually attempting to
accomplish the purpose of the ideal solution or part
^he resources that are available for implementing
that solution or part. Have him/her observe that
situation very carefully and write down all that he/she
sees happening. Have him/her then consider whether the
items that have been identified might be viewed as
feasible alternatives and if so add them to the list of
feasible alternatives.
5.9.3 Have the decision maker generate alternatives to his/her
feasible alternatives.
5.9.4 If feasible alternatives are being generated for the
ideal solution as a whole have the decision maker review
the list of usual solutions for accomplishing the purpose
of the ideal solution that were developed in step 4. 2. 3.
3
and consider whether these usual solutions might be
added to the list of feasible solutions.
5.9.5 If feasible alternatives are being developed for a
particular part of the ideal solution have the decision
maker generate usual structures for accomplishing the
part's purpose and then modify these structures sp that
they are as ideal as possible.
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5.10 Choose the most appropriate feasible alternative.
5.10.1 Repeat step 4,3 for this feasible alternative.
5.11 Have the decision maker review the solution to make sure that
he/she believes that it is the most effective way of
accomplishing the purpose. If the decision maker is not
convinced as to the solution’s effectiveness then the solution
should be changed. At this point the decision maker may want
to develop an entirely different solution. If a new solution
is developed the decision maker should examine it against his/
her purpose using one of the above selection processes,
5.12 Confirm the chosen solution with any individuals or groups that
the decision maker may choose on the basis of law, policy or
personal preference.
5.13 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major process.
5.13.1 Repeat step 3.7 for this major process,
5.14 Cycle back to step 1.6.7.
6.0 Plan the implementation of the solution.
6.1 Plan the implementation of this major process,
6.1.1 Repeat step 3.1 for this major process.
6.2 If the elements of the feasible solution have not been designed
then proceed to the next step. If the elements of the feasible
solution have been developed proceed to step 6.7.
6.3 Design the major elements of the feasible solution.
6.3.1 Imagine and write down all the ways in which you could
implement this solution, avoiding all problems.
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6.3.2 Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail to
implement this solution.
6.3.3 Imagine the solution being implemented write down what
is happening.
6.3.4 Think up elements that have nothing to do with implementing
the solution and consider whether they do or not,
6.3.5 Create one list from all the lists generated in the
previous steps. For the elements generated in step 6,3.2
change their statements so that they describe an element
that could be used in the implementation of the solution.
6.3.6 Test the completeness of your list of elements by
performing any one or combination of the following
activities
:
6. 3. 6.1 Have others perform the previous steps. Examine
their responses and decide if their list of
elements contain elements that you would like
to add to your list. If there are such elements
then add them to your list.
6. 3. 6.
2
Think up alternatives to your original list of
elements and then consider if these alternatives
should be added to yo.ur original list. Make
any additions that you believe are appropriate,
6. 3. 6.
3
Think up unusual ways of implementing the
solution and then think if these could be one
of the solution’s major elements. If you
believe that they can be then you should add
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them to your original list of major
elements
.
6.3.7 Examine your list of major elements and discard any that
you believe are not necessary for the implementation of
the solution.
6.4 Review the major elements.
6.4.1
Review the entire list of elements.
6. 4. 1.1 Arrange the elements in the order in which they
would be carried out if the elements were being
carried out.
6. 4. 1.2 Is the list of elements complete?
6. 4. 1.2.1 Simple Method i Review the list of
elements in light of the solution’s
purpose and determine if there are
an adequate number of elements for
accomplishing the purpose. Any
missing element should be added.
6. 4. 1.2. 2 Complex Method: Review the list of
elements in light of the
operational components of the purpose
and determine if there are an
adequate number of elements for
accomplishing each component. Any
missing element should be added.
6. 4. 1.3 Are there anchoring elements? If not add them.
6. 4. 1.4 Is there logical flow from one element to
another? Critical gaps between elements should
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be filled.
6. A. 1.5 Will serious problems arise during the
implementation of the elements.
6. 4,
1.5.1
Simple Method: Ask the decision
maker the following question: "Do
you foresee serious problems arising
during the implementation of the
elements; and if so what are they?"
A serious problem is one that would
significantly hinder the solution
from accomplishing its purpose. If
serious problems can be predicted
the decision maker should either
modify the solution so that there
are mechanisms for dealing with the
problem should it arise, or the
decision maker should take steps to
eliminate the cause of the problem.
6. 4. 1.5.
2
Complex Method:
6. 4. 1.5. 2.1 Have the decision maker
list the serious problems
that may arise during
implementation
.
6. 4. 1.5. 2.
2
Order these problems
on the basis of how
seriously they would
hinder the accomplishment
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of the purpose of the
solution
.
6. 4. 1.5. 2.
3
Determine the
probability of each
problem occurring. This
can be done in a number
of ways for instance the
decision maker could have
the methodologist gather
data on the probability
of the problem.
6. 4. 1.5, 2.
4
If the above step
indicates that a serious
problem will arise during
implementation then the
decision maker may want
to either take steps to
eliminate the cause of
the problem and thereby
hopefully eliminate the
« problem itself, or take
steps to plan for
dealing with the problem
should it arise.
negative effects on other people
the implementation of the elements?
6. 4. 1.6 Will serious
arise during
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Any negative effects should be eliminated
or at least minimized.
6. 4. 1.7 Can the elements be implemented within the
available resources? If not the elements
should be changed so that they can be implemented
practically,
6.4.2
If the resources and desire permit, review the elements
individually.
6. 4. 2.1 Prioritize the list of elements.
6. 4. 2.
2
Select the first/next element.
6. 4. 2.
3
State the element's purpose.
6. 4. 2.
4
Test the purpose.
6. 4. 2.
5
Examine the element to determine if it is
clearly defined. If not clarify it.
6. 4. 2.
6
Examine the element to determine if it is stated
procedurally
.
If not restate it,
6. 4. 2.
7
Is the element necessary?
6. 4. 2.
7.1
Simple Method: Have the decision
maker make a judgment as to whether
or not it is highly probable that
some unforeseen event will cause the
purpose of the element to be
accomplished, If this could happen
then it might be unnecessary to
implement the element
.
6. 4. 2. 7.
2
Complex Method: Develop a list of
unforeseen events that may cause the
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purpose to be accomplished.
6. 4. 2. 7.
3
Order these events on how completely
they would accomplish the purpose.
6. 4. 2. 7.
4
Determine the probability of each
happening
.
6. 4. 2. 7.
5
If the above step indicates that some
unplanned event will accomplish the
purpose of the element then the
decision maker may want to consider
deleting the element from his/her
list
.
6.4. 2.8 Repeat step 6. 4. 1.5 for the element.
6. 4. 2.
9
Repeat step 6. 4. 1.6 for the element,
6.4.2.10 Repeat step 6. 4. 1.7 for the element.
6.4.2.11 Recycle back to 6. 4. 2.
2
and repeat as many of
the above steps for as many of the elements as
possible
.
6.5 Confirm the elements with those individuals or groups that the
decision maker may choose on the basis of law, policy or
personal preference.
6.6 Prioritize the elements so as to be able to determine how much
resources should be devoted to each for the purpose of designing
the activities that will be necessary to implement a particular
element
.
6.7 Allocate the design resources to the elements according to their
priorities.
8 Choose the first/next element.
9 Perform steps 6. 4. 2. 3 and 6. 4. 2. 4 if they have not already
been carried out.
10 Design the activities necessary to implement the element.
6.10.1 Imagine and write down all the ways in which you could
implement this element avoiding all problems.
6.10.2 Imagine and write down in what ways you could fail to
implement this element.
6.10.3 Imagine the element being implemented write down what
is happening.
6.10.4 Think up activities that have nothing to do with
implementing the element and consider whether they do
or not.
6.10.5 Create one list from all the lists generated in the
previous steps. For the activities generated in step
6.3.2 change their statements so that they describe
an activity that could be used in the implementation of
the element
.
6.10.6 Test the completeness of your list of activities by
performing any combination of the following procedures:
6.10.6.1 Have others perform the previous steps. Examine
their responses and decide if their list of
activities contains activities that you would
like to add to your list. If there are such
activities then add them to your list.
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6.10.6.2 Think up alternatives to your original list of
activities and then consider if these
alternatives should be added to your original
list. Make any additions that you believe are
appropriate.
6.10.6.3 Think up unusual ways of implementing the
element and then think if these items could be
one of the activities necessary to implement the
element. If you believe that they can be then
you should add them to your original list of
activities.
6.10.7 Examine your list of activities and discard any that you
believe are not necessary for the implementation of the
element
.
6.11 Review the activities.
6.11.1
Review the entire list of activities.
6.11.1.1 Arrange the activities in the order in which
they would be carried out if the activities
were being carried out.
6.11.1.2 Is the list of activities complete?
6.11.1.2.1 Simple Method; Review the list of
activities in light of the element's
purpose and determine if there are
an adequate number of activities for
accomplishing the purpose. Any
missing activities should be added.
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6.11.1,2.2 Complex Method: Review the list of
activities in light of the
operational components of the
purpose and determine if there are
an adequate number of activities
for accomplishing each component.
Any missing activities should be
added
.
6.11.1.3 Are there anchoring activities? If not add them.
6.11.1.4 Is there logical flow from one activity to
another? Critical gaps between activities should
be filled.
6.11.1.5 Will serious problems arise during the
implementation of the activities?
6.11.1.5.1 Simple Method: Ask the decision
maker the following question: MDo
you foresee serious problems arising
during the implementation of the
activities; and if so what are they?"
A serious problem is one that would
significantly hinder the element
from accomplishing its purpose. If
serious problems can be predicted
the decision maker should either
modify the solution so that there
are mechanisms for dealing with the
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problem should it arise or the
decision maker should take steps
to eliminate the cause of the
problem.
6,11.1.5.2
Complex Method:
6.11.1.5.2.1 Have the decision maker
list the serious
problems that may arise
during implementation.
6.11.1.5.2.2 Order these problems on
the basis of how
seriously they would
hinder the accomplishment
of the purpose of the
element
,
6.11.1.5.2.3 Determine the
probability of each
problem occurring. This
can be done in a number
of ways for instance the
decision maker could have
the methodologist gather
data on the probability
of the problem,
6.11.1.5.2.4 If the above step
indicates that a serious
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problem will arise during
implementation then the
decision maker may want
to either take steps to
eliminate the cause of
the problem and thereby
hopefully eliminate the
problem itself, or take
steps to plan for
dealing with the problem
should it arise.
6.11.1.6 Will serious negative effects on other people
arise during the implementation of the activities
Any negative effects should be eliminated or at
least minimized.
6.11.1.7 Can the activities be implemented within the
available resources? If not the activities
should be changed so that they can be
implemented practically.
6,11.2
If the resources and desire permit review the activities
individually.
6.11.2.1 Prioritize the list of activities.
6.11.2.2 Select the first/next activity.
6.11.2.3 State the activity’s purpose.
6.11.2.4 Test the purpose.
6.11.2.5 Examine the activity to determine if it is
clearly defined. If not clarify it,
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6.11.2.6 Examine the activity to determine if it is
stated procedurally
. If not restate it.
6.11.2.7 Is the activity necessary?
6.11.2.7.1 Simple method: Have the decision
maker make a judgment as to whether
or not it is highly probable that
some unforeseen event will cause the
purpose of the activity to be
accomplished. If this could happen
then it might be unnecessary to
implement the activity.
6.11.2.7.2 Complex method: Develop a list of
unforeseen events that may cause
the purpose to be accomplished.
6.11.2.7.3 Order these events on how completely
they would accomplish the purpose.
6.11.2.7.4 Determine the probability of each
happening
.
6.11.2.7.5 If the above step indicates that some
unplanned event will accomplish the
purpose of the activity then the
decision maker may want to consider
deleting the activity from his/her list
6.11.2.8 Repeat step 6.11.1.5 for the activity.
6.11.2.9 Repeat step 6.11.1.6 for the activity.
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6.11.2.10 Repeat step 6.11.1.7 for the activity.
6.11.2.11 Determine if each activity is appropriate,
(Within the person’s present knowledge,
capability and skill.)
6.11.2.11.1 State who is going to be performing
the activity,
6.11.2.11.2 Identify a behavior presently
existing in that person’s repertoire
that is identical or similar to
the expected activity.
6.11.2.11.3 Plan for the observation of that
activity.
6.11.2.11.4 Plan for the reporting of the data
collected
,
6.11.2.11.5 Integrate and implement the above
two plans.
6.11.2.11.6 Review the results in order to
determine if the expected behavior
is appropriate. If the behavior is
inappropriate either:
6.11.2.11.6.1 Drop the activity as an
expectation
.
6.11.2.11.6.2 Identify another person
who is capable of
performing the activity.
6.11.2.11.6.3 Change the activity so
that it is in line
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with the individual's
present knowledge,
capability and skill.
6.11.2,11.6.4
Identify a prerequisite
activity which when
established will remedy
the deficiency.
6,11.2.11.7 Make any necessary changes in the
chronological list.
6.11.2.12 Review each activity in light of the resources
that are needed to carry it out.6,11,2.12.1
Select the method of identification.
6.11.2.12.1.1 Directly observe the
person performing the
activity
,
6.11.2.12.1.2 Ask yourself.
6.11.2.12.1.3 Ask others.
6.11.2.12.1.4 Ask the person who is
involved in the
activity.
6.11.2.12.1.5 Directly observe others
performing the activity.
6.11.2.12.1.6 Directly observe the
products of others who
have performed the
activity.
6,11.2,12.1.7
Read literature.
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6.11.2.12.1.8 Some combination of
the above.
6.11.2.12.1.9 Any other appropriate
method of identification.
6.11.2.12.2
Using the selected method of
identification answer the following
questions
,
6.11.2.12.2.1 What would the who
require to carry out
the activity?
6.11.2.12.2.2 If the who had failed
to carry out the
activity what would be
missing?
6.11.2.12.2.3 If the who were
actually carrying out
the activity what
would they be missing?
6.11.2.12.2.4 What unusual things
could be used by the
who to carry out the
activity?
6.11.2.12.2.5 What things have
nothing to do with the
who carrying out the
activity?
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6.11.2.12.2.6 Combine the above
lists into one list.
6.11.2.12.3 Test the above list for completeness.
6.11.2.12.3.1 The methodologist and/
or decision maker
develops and implements
appropriate tests of
completeness
.
6.11.2.12.3.2 Use another mode of
identification.
6.11.2.12.3.3 Answer the above
questions for similar
activities
.
6.11.2.12.3.4 Answer the above
questions for completely
unrelated activities.
6.11.2.12.4 Choose the most appropriate and the
most critical prerequisite resources.
6.11.2.12.5 Review the chosen list of resources
to determine if they will be
available at the time the activity is
called for. If there is any doubt
that these critical prerequisite
resources will be available add to the
chronological list of activities other
activities which are designed to
acquire the needed resources.
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6.11.2.13 Identify appropriate consequences which are to
follow the successful completion of each
activity.
”•11 *2. 13.1 Determine whether or not consequences
are needed by answering the following
questions
:
6.11.2.13.1.1 Is the activity already
highly desirable to
the person involved?
6.11.2.13.1.2 Is the person already
performing the
activity frequently?
6.11.2.13.1.3 If your answer to either
of the above questions
is yes
,
then
consequences are not
needed. If your
answer is no then
proceed through the
rest of this step until
an appropriate
consequence is
identified.
6.11.2.13.2 Choose the most appropriate type of
consequence.
6.11.2,13.2,1 Success and simple
644
movement to the next
activity.
6.11.2.13.2.2 Social interactions
(Talking to others,
praise, constructive
criticism from
supervisor or peers,
being touched or hugged
,
etc.)
6.11.2.13.2.3 Activities. (Taking or
teaching courses,
independent study
programs, playing tennis,
etc.
)
6.11.2.13.2.4 Tokens (money, points,
chips, etc.)
6.11.2.13.2.5 Others not listed.
6.11.2.13.3 If success is chosen then the activity
should be recycled through 6.11.2.5
& 6.11.2.11 and 6.11.2.12 until the
chance of failure has been eliminated.
6.11.2.13.4 If any other type of consequence
has been chosen then the following
steps should be performed.
6.11.2,13,4.1 Select the method of
identifying
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alternative
consequences category
( 6 . 11 . 2 . 12 . 1 )
6.11.2.13.4.2 Develop an exhaustive
list of alternative
consequences within
the chosen consequence
categories
.
6.11.2.13.4.3 Choose the most
appropriate consequence
using the following
criteria:
- Effectiveness in
- maintaining the
activity (desirability
to the person
involved)
.
- Cost.
- Consequences on the
environment
• (disruption or
unsettling effects
on yourself and
others)
- Any other appropriate
criteria. •
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6.11.2.13.5 Determine if there are activities
to acquire/develop and administer
the chosen consequence. If there
are none develop them and add them
to the chronological list of
activities
.
6.12 Recycle to 6.8 and repeat the last five steps until all
elements have activities designed for their implementation.
6.13 Integrate the activities for implementing each element into a
single chronological list of activities for implementing the
solution as a whole.
6.14 Review this single list of activities to make sure that the
list is complete, that the list contains anchoring activities,
and that there is logical flow from one activity to another.
Any new activity as developed in this step or in the previous
step should also be reviewed.
6.15 Confirm this list of activities with any individuals or groups
that the decision maker may choose on the basis of law,
policy or personal preference.
6.16 Provide for feedback.
6.16.1 Select the activities on which feedback data is to be
provided. These activities will represent the points
at which the solution will be reviewed.
6.16.1.1 Simple method: Have the decision maker select
those activities that he/she believes are most
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important with respect to the solution
accomplishing its purpose.
6.16.1.2
Complex method? Have the decision maker
select those activities that he/she believes
are most important with respect to the
accomplishment of the most critical components
of the solution’s purpose.
6.16.2 Have others perform either the simple or the complex
version of the above step.
6.16.3 Make any changes in your list of activities that you
believe are necessary given the results of the previous
step.
6.16.4 Prioritize the selected activities. The activities
may be prioritized on the basis of such criteria as:
6.16.4.1 Importance in accomplishing the solution’s
purpose.
6.16.4.2 Importance in accomplishing the most critical
components of the solution’s purpose.
6.16.4.3 Amount of resources used by the activity.
6.16.4.4 Sequencing.
6.16.4.5 Difficulty.
6.16.4.6 Possibility of failure.
6.16.4.7 Consequence of failure.
6.16.5 Have others repeat the previous step.
6.16.6 Make any changes in your original prioritization that
you believe are necessary given the results of the
previous step.
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6.16.7 Allocate the resources available for providing
feedback among the activities according to their
priorities.
6.16.8 Choose the earlier activity for which a feedback
mechanism has not been developed.
6.16.9 Divide the resources available for providing feedback
on that activity among the following tasks; designing
the feedback mechanism; implementing the feedback
mechanism; and reviewing the results of feedback.
6.16.10 Determine the actual date on which the decision maker
would like to be provided feedback data on the chosen
activity. The earliest date would be immediately
after the activity is implemented. The actual date
should be as close as possible to the earliest date.
6.16.11 Have the decision maker review all solution activities
that are to be implemented prior to this date to
determine if he/she would like to receive feedback data
on any activities other than the chosen one. Ideally
the decision maker should be provided with feedback
data on each of the solution’s activities. If
additional activities are to he observed the decision
maker should recycle to step 6.16.1 and repeat as
many of the last ten steps as possible. The decision
maker should then proceed to step 6.16.12.
6.16.12
Use the following procedures to develop a feedback
mechanism for the chosen activity.
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6.16.12.1 State the purpose of the activity.
6.16.12.2 Clarify the purpose if it is not already
stated clearly.
6.16.12.3 Develop an observational technique for
measuring the degree to which the activity
accomplishes its purpose.
6.16.12.4 Plan the implementation of the observational
technique
.
6.16.12.5 Confirm the observational technique and the
plan for its implementation with the
decision maker.
6.16.13 Recycle to step 6.16,8 until a feedback mechanism has
been developed for each activity that the decision maker
wants observed prior to the first review point. During
the meeting held at the review point the decision maker
should plan on performing the following activities;
review the activities that have already been
implemented; make any necessary corrections in the
solution; review the activities to be implemented prior
to the next review point; plan or review the feedback
activities to be implemented by the methodologist prior
to the next review point.
6.16.14 If resources and desire permit recycle to step 6.16.8
and repeat the previous steps for as many of the
remaining review points as possible.
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6.16.15 Integrate all feedback procedures into a single list of
activities. This list will serve as a description of
the methodologist’s role during the implementation of
the solution or a particular piece of the solution.
6.16.16 The methodologist should review this list against such
criteria as clarity
,
completeness, practicality and
coherence.
6.16.17 Confirm this list with the decision maker.
6.16.18 Discuss with the decision maker the options for using
feedback data.
6.17 Test the feedback mechanism and/or the solution itself. Make
any changes in the solution or in the feedback mechanism that
you believe are necessary given the results of testing.
6.18 Allocate the resources for implementing the solution to the
solution’s activities.
6.19 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major process,
6.19.1 Repeat step 3.7 for this major process.
6.20 Cycle to step 1.6.7.
7.0 Implement the solution.
7.1 Plan the implementation of this major process.
7.1.1 Repeat step 3.1 for this major process.
7.2 The methodologist should proceed to step 7.3, while the
decision maker should proceed to step 7. A.
The methodologist implements the feedback mechanism.
7.3.1 Identify the first/next point at which you are to
7.3
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supply the decision maker with feedback data.
7.3.2 Review all feedback activities that you are to carry
out in order to provide the necessary data.
7.3.3 Confirm with the decision maker the exact date at
which you are to provide him/her with feedback data.
7.3.4 Confirm the feedback activities with the decision
maker
.
7.3.5 Implement the feedback activities.
7.3.6 Compile the feedback data.
7.3.7 Plan for reporting the feedback data to the decision
maker. The feedback report should include such items
as the activities on which feedback data was
gathered, the data gathered on each activity, and the
resources used by each activity. Provisions should
be made for examining each of the activities with the
decision maker. This will entail developing a
preliminary allocation of the time that the decision
maker has for reviewing the activities among the
activities themselves. This allocation may be changed
by the decision maker at the beginning of the meeting
or as the meeting progresses.
7.3.8
Cycle to 7.5.1
7.4 The decision maker implements the solution.
7.4.1 Identify the first/next point at which you are to
meet with the methodologist for the purpose of
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reviewing that part of the solution that has been
implemented to date.
7.4.2 Identify the first/next activity that you are to
implement prior to your meeting with the
methodologist
.
7.4.3 Review this activity.
7.4.4 Implement or supervise the implementation of this
activity,
7.4.5 Gather any data available on the activity’s
effectiveness, problems encountered, and resources used.
Personal intuitions regarding the effectiveness of the
activity are important data sources and should not
be overlooked.
7.4.6 Recycle to 7.4.2 and repeat the last four steps until
all the activities that can be carried out prior to your
meeting with the methodologist have been carried out.
7.4.7 Cycle to step 7.5.1
7.5 The methodologist and the decision maker review that portion
of the solution that has already been implemented and make
any changes that the decision maker believes are necessary,
7.5.1 The methodologist and the decision maker meet at the
prearranged time.
7.5.2 The methodologist explains to the decision maker the
scope of the meeting. This explanation should
include a brief description of the activities to be
reviewed and the amount of time that can be devoted
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to reviewing them as a whole. The decision maker will
then determine how much time should be devoted to
each activity. This determination is flexible and
may change as the meeting proceeds. In most cases
some time should be allocated to the review of each
activity.
7.5.3 The methodologist chooses the first activity to be
reviewed according to the activities sequence of
implementation.
7.5.4 Identify the criteria by which the activity will be
judged successful.
7.5.5 Identify the resources that had been originally
allocated to the activity.
7.5.6 The methodologist presents the decision maker with any
data that have been gathered on that activity.
7.5.7 The decision maker identifies any observations that he/
she may have made or which others may have communicated
to the decision maker regarding the effectiveness of
the activity.
7.5.8 Using all the data that have been gathered, the decision
maker should answer the following questions:
7. 5. 8.1 Was the activity successfully implemented?
7. 5.8.2 Is the activity critical to the solution
accomplishing its purpose?
7. 5. 8.
3
How much resources has the activity
actually used?
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7.5.8,
4
How do the resources used compare to the
resources originally allocated? Has the
activity used more or less resources than
was originally planned? If so identify how
much. If the decision maker believes that
the difference in resources is so slight as
to be insignificant it need not be recorded.
7.5.9 If the activity was both critical and unsuccessfully
implemented perform one of the following activities
and then implement the rest of step 7.5, For all
other activities proceed to 7.5.13.
7. 5. 9.1 Plan to reimplement the activity.
7. 5. 9.
2
Design a new activity to be implemented in
place of the unsuccessful activity.
7.5.10 Determine the amount of resources required by the
option that you choose in step 7,5.9.
7.5.11 If the original activity had used more resources than
had been allocated to it, add that amount of resources
to the amount of resources that you identified in
step 7.5.10.
7.5.12 If the original activity used less resources than had
been allocated to it subtract the excess from the
amount of resources that you identified in step 7.5.10.
7.5.13 Make any needed resource adjustments.
7.5.13,1 If the resources consumed by the original
activity are greater than the resources .
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initially allocated to it, or if additional
resources are needed to correct a critical
activity that was unsuccessfully implemented
perform any one or combination of the
following activities:
7.5.13.1.1 Adjust the resources that are
allocated to the remaining
activities so as to "free up" the
needed resources.
7.5.13.1.2 Acquire additional resources.
7.5.13.1.3 Delete some of the planned
activities so as to "free up"
the needed resources.
7.5.13,2 If the resources consumed by the original
activity are less than the resources
originally allocated to it, perform any one
or combination of the following activities:
7.5.13.2.1 Reallocate the saved resources
among the remaining activities.
7.5.13.2.2 Develop additional activities that
could use the saved resources.
7.4.13.2.3 Allocate the saved resources to
some other problem area.
7.5.14 Recycle back to 7.5,3 until either the resources for this
step have run out or until that section of the solution
that should be reviewed at this point has been reviewed
656
and any needed changes have been made.
7.6 The decision maker and the methodologist review that portion
of the solution that is to be implemented prior to the next
review point. If feedback activities have already been
planned then the methodologist should implement all eleven
substeps of this step. However if feedback activities have
not been planned the methodologist should cycle to step 6.16
and plan the necessary feedback activities and then implement
the first seven substeps of this step.
7.6.1 Identify the activities that are to be implemented
prior to the next review point.
7.6.2 Prioritize these activities with respect to their
importance in the solution’s accomplishing of its
purpose.
7.6.3 If necessary and desirable allocate the resources that
are available for reviewing these activities among the
activities themselves according to their priorities.
7.6.4 Choose the highest priority activity.
7.6.5 Review the chosen activity.
7.6.6 Make any changes in that activity that the decision
maker believes are necessary.
7.6.7 Recycle back to step 7.5.4 and repeat the. previous
steps for as many of the activities as possible.
7.6.8 The methodologist presents the decision maker with any
feedback activities that the methodologist is to
implement prior to the next review point.
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7.6.9 The decision maker reviews these feedback activities.
7.6.10 The methodologist makes any changes in the planned
feedback activities that he and the decision maker
agree to be necessary.
7.6.11 If necessary the methodologist should review with the
decision maker the options for using the feedback
data.
7.7 The methodologist recycles to 7.3 and the decision maker
recycles to 7.4. Both carry out their respective responsi—
bilities until the solution has been fully implemented, the
problem solved, or the resources for implementing the
solution have run out.
7.8 Evaluate the effectiveness of this major process,
7.8.1 Repeat step 3.7 for this major process.
7.9 Recycle to step 1.6.7
8.0 Evaluate.
8.1 Plan the implementation of this major process.
8.1.1 Repeat step 3.1 for this major process,
8.2 Make a list of the components of the decision maker's purpose.
8.3 Have the decision maker prioritize the components of the
purpose.
8.4 Allocate the evaluation resources among the components
according to their priorities.
Have the decision maker confirm the allocation and make any
adjustments that he/she believes are necessary.
8.5
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8.6 Choose the highest priority component that has not yet been
examined
.
Determine if the chosen component has been accomplished.
8.7.1 Compile the results of implementing those solution
activities that are related to the accomplishment of
that component.
8.7.2 Ask the decision maker to decide if this data indicates
to him/her whether or not the component has been
accomplished. If the decision maker cannot make this
determination then the decision maker should proceed
to step 8.7.3. However if the decision maker can make
this determination he/she should record whether or not
the component has been accomplished and then proceed to
step 8.8.
8.7.3 Design and implement an observational technique for
measuring the accomplishment of the component.
8.7.4 Repeat step 8.7.2 using this new data.
8.8 Repeat the previous steps until each component of the decision
maker’s purpose has been examined or until the resources for
implementing these steps have been consumed.
8.9 Present the results of 8.5 - 8.7 to the temporary decision
maker to determine if a reapplication of the methodology is
desired or called for.
8.10 If the degree of efficiency, focus or completeness is
unsatisfactory determine the cause.
659
8.10.1 The solution was poorly implemented.
8.10.2 The solution (activities and/or plan for decision making)
was poorly developed.
8.10.3 The major parts of the actual solution were poorly
designed
.
8.10.4 The ideal solution was incorrectly conceptualized.
8.10.5 The purpose was poorly stated.
8.10.6 The needs analysis was inadequate.
8.10.7 The preparation for the utilization of the methodology
was inadequate in;
8.10.7.1 Planning the application of the methodology.
8.10.7.2 Negotiating the contract.
t
8.10.7.3 Preparing the methodologist.
8.10.7.4 Disseminating the methodology.
8.10.7.5 Developing a current version of the
methodology.
8.10.7.6 Identifying the reader's frame of reference.
8.11 If warranted reapply the methodology making the changes
indicated in 8.10.
8.12 Evaluate.
8.12.1 Repeat step 3.7 for this major process.
8.13
Recycle to 1.6.7.
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Process For Selecting a Surrogate Decision Maker
1. Explain the nature of the surrogate role to the decision maker.
2. Have the decision maker make an initial selection of a surrogate
using one of the following two methods;
2.1 Simple method:
2.1.1 Have the decision maker identify other individuals or
groups that he/she believes would respond to the
methodology’s procedures in exactly the same way as
the decision maker would.
2.1.2 If more than one potential surrogate has been identified
have the decision maker choose the one that he/she
believes will respond with the greatest similarity.
2.2 Complex method:
2.2.1 Have the decision maker identify his/her values.
2.2.2 Have the decision maker choose the most critical of his/
her values.
2.2.3 Have the decision maker identify those who hold the same
values.
2. 2. A If more than one potential surrogate has been identified
have the decision maker choose the one that he/she believes
holds the value the strongest.
3.
Determine the probability of the surrogate performing the
surrogate
role effectively.
3.1 Have the decision maker answer the following
questions with
respect to the surrogate.
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3.1.1 Will the surrogate be comfortable with the surrogate role?
If the decision maker believes that the surrogate will
be very uncomfortable with the surrogate role then the
decision maker should recycle to 2. and choose another
surrogate.
3.1.2 Will the surrogate be able to devote to the methodology
an amount of resources equivalent to the amount that
the decision maker has planned on devoting to the
remaining appropriate sections of the methodology? If
the decision maker believes that the surrogate will be
unable to devote an equivalent amount of resources then
the decision maker should recycle to 2. and choose
another surrogate.
3.1.3 Will the surrogate be comfortable with the methodology?
If the decision maker believes that the surrogate will be
very uncomfortable with the methodology then the
decision maker should recycle to 2. and choose another
surrogate.
3.2 Determine the probability of the surrogate performing his/her
role successfully.
3.2.1 Select some step of the methodology that has already
been performed by the decision maker.
3.2.2 Arrange a meeting with the surrogate.
3.2.3 Meet with the surrogate and perform the following tasks:
3. 2, 3.1 Explain the methodology and determine the
surrogate's degree of commitment to it. If the
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surrogate appears to be uncommitted inform the
decision maker and select a new surrogate.
3. 2. 3.
2
Explain the role of the surrogate to the
surrogate and determine the degree of commitment
to it. If the surrogate appears to be
uncommitted inform the decision maker and select
a new surrogate.
3. 2. 3.
3
Explain the amount of resources required of the
surrogate. If the surrogate is unable or
unwilling to devote this amount of resources
inform the decision maker and select a new
surrogate
.
3. 2. 3.
4
Have the surrogate perform the chosen step of
the methodology. •
3. 2.3.
5
Present the results to the decision maker asking
him/her to determine the degree of similarity.
3. 2. 3.
6
Ask the decision maker to determine if there is
enough similarity to warrant transference.
3. 2. 3.
7
If the decision maker is absolutely sure that the
surrogate will respond to the methodology’s
procedures in the same way that the decision
maker would, proceed to the next step. If not,
either
3. 2. 3. 7.1 Have the surrogate perform additional
steps of the methodology and perform
the last three steps for the results
obtained.
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3. 2.3. 7.
2
Recycle to 2. and identify other
surrogates.
4.
Collect the information necessary for the surrogate to perform the
surrogate role.
4.1 Using any one of the following methods determine the information
that the surrogate needs.
4.1.1 Ask the decision maker.
4.1.2 Ask the surrogate.
4.1.3 Ask others who may have worked with the decision maker
on the problem to date.
4.2 Gather the necessary information.
4.3 Determine with the decision maker the points at which the work
of the surrogate is to be reviewed.
4.4 If the resources permit review with the decision maker the
options that are open to the decision maker should problems
arise with the surrogate,
5. Provide the surrogate with the information.
5.1 Present the information gathered in 4.2 offering to answer
any questions that the surrogate might have.
5.2 Explain to the surrogate the points at- which the decision
maker will review the work of the surrogate.
6. Develop a plan for interacting with the surrogate in terms of time.
7. Confirm the plan with the decision maker and the contract decision
maker
8.
Implement the plan.


